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Presidential  Documents 


Title  3— THE  PRESIDENT 

Proclamation  3432 
COLUMBUS  DAY,  1961 
By  the  President  of  the  United  States 
of  America 
A  Proclamation 

WHEREAS  the  vision,  courage,  and 
daring  of  Christopher  Columbus  led  to 
the  discovery  of  a  new  continept;  and 

WHEREAS  our  Nation  has  grown  on 
this  continent  and  has  attained  to  a  posi¬ 
tion  of  world  leadership,  having  as  its 
foundation  the  great  principles  of  democ¬ 
racy,  including  personal  freedom  and  the 
dignity  of  the  individual— principles 
which  are  shared  today  by  free  peoples 
everywhere;  and 

WHEREAS  the  intrepid  spirit  and 
steadfast  faith  which  sustained  this  great 
explorer  on  his  venture  into  the  unknown 
are  a  constant  inspiration  to  us  as  we 
seek  to  achieve  ever  greater  accomplish¬ 
ments  in  every  field  of  human  endeavor 
and  strive  to  help  create  a  better  world 
community;  and 

WHEREAS,  in  recognition  of  our  debt 
to  Columbus,  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  by  a  joint  resolution  approved 
April  30,  1934  (48  Stat.  657),  requested 
the  President  to  issue  a  proclamation 
designating  October  12  of  each  year  as 
Columbus  Day  and  calling  for  the  appro¬ 
priate  observance  of  that  day: 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  I,  JOHN  F. 
KENNEDY,  President  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  do  hereby  designate 
Thursday,  October  12,  1961,  as  Columbus 
Day;  and  I  invite  the  people  of  this  Na¬ 
tion  to  observe  that  day  in  churches, 
schools,  and  other  suitable  places  with 
appropriate  ceremonies  in  commemora¬ 
tion  of  the  four  hundred  and  sixty-ninth 
anniversary  of  the  discovery  of  America. 

I  also  direct  that  the  flag  of  the  United 
States  be  displayed  on  all  public  build¬ 
ings  on  Columbus  Day  in  honor  of  the 
great  explorer. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have 
hereunto  set  my  hand  and  caused  the 
Seal  of  the  United  States  of  America  to 
be  affixed. 

DONE  at  the  City  of  Washington  this 
twenty  first  day  of  September  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  nineteen  hundred 
[seal]  and  sixty-one,  and  of  the  Inde¬ 
pendence  of  the  United  States 
of  America  the  one  hundred  and  eighty- 
sixth. 

John  F.  Kennedy 

By  the  President; 

Chester  Bowles, 

Acting  Secretary  of  State. 

IPA.  Doc.  61-9325;  PUed,  Sept.  25,  1961; 

4:57  p.m.] 


Proclamation  3433 
WRIGHT  BROTHERS  DAY,  1961 
By  the  President  of  the  United  States 
of  America 
A  Proclamation 

WHEREAS  December  17, 1903,  marked 
the  beginning  of  a  revolution  in  the 
transportation  and  defense  methods  em¬ 
ployed  by  all  the  nations  of  the  world, 
when  the  Wright  brothers,  Orville  and 
Wilbur,  by  their  enterprise  and  genius 
made  the  first  successful  flights  in  a 
heavier-than-air,  mechanically  propelled 
airplane,  near  Kitty  Hawk,  North  Caro¬ 
lina;  and 

WHEREAS  this  historic  event  has 
placed  the  United  States  in  the  front 
ranks  of  world  aviation;  and 
WHEREAS  it  is  most  appropriate  that 
the  Wright  brothers,  whose  enterprise 
and  genius  have  made  the  continents  of 
this  planet  only  hours  apart  and  have 
changed  the  pattern  of  our  lives,  should 
be  memorialized  on  the  anniversary  day 
of  their  success;  and 
WHEREAS  the  Congress,  by  a  joint 
resolution  approved  September  22,  1961, 
has  designated  the  seventeenth  day  of 
December  1961  as  Wright  Brothers  Day, 
and  has  requested  the  President  to  issue 
a  proclamation  inviting  the  people  of  the 
United  States  to  observe  that  day  with 
appropriate  ceremonies  and  activities: 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  I,  JOHN  F. 
KENNEDY,  President  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  do  hereby  call  upon 
officials  of  the  Government  to  display  the 
flag  of  the  United  States  on  Wright 
Brothers  Day,  December  17,  1961;  and  I 
invite  the  people  of  the  United  States  to 
observe  that  day  with  ceremonies  and 
activities  designed  to  commemorate  the 
achievements  of  the  Wright  brothers  and 
to  further  and  stimulate  interest  in  avia¬ 
tion  in  this  country. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  here¬ 
unto  set  my  hand  and  caused  the  Seal  of 
the  United  States  of  America  to  be 
affixed. 

DONE  at  the  City  of  Washington  this 
twenty-second  day  of  September  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  nineteen  hun- 
[seal]  dred  and  sixty-one,  and  of  the 
Independence  of  the  United 
States  of  America  the  one  hundred  and 
eighty-sixth. 

John  F.  Kennedy 

By  the  President: 

Chester  Bowles, 

Acting  Secretary  of  State. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9327;  Filed,  Sept.  25,  1961; 

4:57  p.m.] 


Proclamation  3434 
AMERICAN  PATENT  SYSTEM  WEEK 
By  the  President  of  the  United  States 
of  America 
A  Proclamation 

WHEREAS  the  year  1961  marks  the 
one  hundred  and  twenty-fifth  anni¬ 
versary  of  the  enactment  of  the  Patent 
Act  of  1836  which  created  the  present 
examination  system  for  the  grant  of 
patents;  and 

WHEREAS  in  the  year  1961  there  will 
be  granted  the  three  millionth  patent 
since  enactment  of  the  Patent  Act;  and 
WHEREAS  the  grant  of  a  patent  is  a 
traditional  incentive  for  the  promotion 
of  the  useful  arts  and  thereby  con¬ 
tributes  notably  to  the  well-being  of 
people  everywhere;  and 
WHEREAS  encouragement  of  inven¬ 
tion  is  essential  to  the  continued  eco¬ 
nomic  and  technological  development  of 
this  Nation;  and 

WHEREAS  it  is  fitting  that  the 
anniversary  of  the  Patent  Act  and  the 
establishment  of  the  United  States 
Patent  Office  should  be  observed;  and 
WHEREAS  a  joint  resolution  of  the 
Congress  approved  September  22,  1961, 
authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  and  such 
other  persons  or  groups  as  they  may 
designate  to  make  suitable  arrangements 
for  an  appropriate  observance  of  the 
American  patent  system  and  the  United 
States  Patent  Office;  and 
WHEREAS  the  said  joint  resolution 
requests  the  President  of  the  United 
States  to  designate  the  week  of 
October  15,  1961,  as  “The  American 
Patent  System  Week”: 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  I,  JOHN  F. 
KENNEDY,  President  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  do  hereby  designate 
the  week  of  October  15,  1961,  as  the 
American  Patent  System  Week;  and  I 
invite  the  people  during  that  week  to 
commemorate  the  American  patent 
system  which,  by  affording  protection 
and  encouragement  to  inventors  as  en¬ 
visaged  and  authorized  by  the  Constitu¬ 
tion,  contributes  so  greatly  to  the 
encouragement  of  inventive  genius. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  here¬ 
unto  set  my  hand  and  caused  the  Seal 
of  the  United  States  of  America  to  be 
affixed. 

DONE  at  the  City  of  Washington  this 
twenty-second  day  of  September  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  nineteen  hun- 
[seal]  dred  and  sixty-one,  and  of  the 
Independence  of  the  United 
States  of  America  the  one  hundred  and 
eighty-sixth. 

John  F.  Kennedy 

By  the  President: 

Chester  Bowles, 

Acting  Secretary  of  State. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9326;  Filed,  Sept.  25,  1961; 

4:57  p.m.] 
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Rules  and  Regulations 


Title  5— ADMINISTRATIVE 
PERSONNEL 

Chapter  I — Civil  Service  Commission 

PART  6— EXCEPTIONS  FROM  THE 
COMPETITIVE  SERVICE 

Department  of  Defense 

Effective  upon  publication  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register,  subparagraph  (39)  is 
added  to  paragraph  (a)  of  §  6.304  as  set 
out  below. 

§  6.304  Department  of  Defense. 

(a)  Office  of  the  Secretary.  *  *  * 

(39)  One  Private  Secretary  to  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Civil 
Defense) . 

(R.S.  1753,  sec.  2,  22  Stat.  403,  as  amended; 

5  U.S.C.  631,  633) 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission, 

(seal!  Mary  V.  Wenzel, 

Executive  Assistant  to 
the  Commissioners. 

(F.R.  Doc.  61-9247;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 
8:49  a.m.] 

PART  6— exceptions  from  the 

COMPETITIVE  SERVICE 

Department  of  Commerce 

Effective  upon  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register,  subparagraph  (15)  of 
paragraph  (d)  of  §  6.312  is  revoked  and 
subparagraphs  (16)  and  (17)  are  added 
to  paragraph  (d)  as  set  out  below. 

§  6.312  Department  of  Commerce. 

*  *  *  *  * 

(d)  Business  and  Defense  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration.  *  *  * 

(16)  One  Assistant  Administrator  for 
Industrial  Development 

(17)  One  Assistant  Administrator  for 
Industry  Activities 

(R.S.  1753,  sec.  2,  22  Stat.  403,  as  amend¬ 
ed;  5  U.S.C.  631,  633) 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission, 

(seal)  Mary  V.  Wenzel, 

Executive  Assistant  to 
the  Commissioners. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9245;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 
8:49  a.m.) 


PART  6— exceptions  from  the 

COMPETITIVE  SERVICE 
Department  of  Commerce 

Effective  upon  publication  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register,  subparagraphs  (7),  (16), 
(19),  (25),  (26),  (27),  (29),  and  (31)  of 
paragraph  (a)  and  the  headnote  and 
subparagraph  (1)  of  paragraph  (m)  of 
§  6.312  are  revoked,  and  paragraph  (p) 

9066 


(1)  through  (11)  are  added  as  set  out 
below.  , 

§  6.312  Department  of  Commerce. 

***** 

(p)  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  International  Affairs.  (1)  One  Pri¬ 
vate  Secretary  and  two  confidential  as¬ 
sistants  to  the  Assistant  Secretary. 

(2)  One  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
for  International  Affairs. 

(3)  One  Private  Secretary  to  the  Dep¬ 
uty  Assistant  Secretary  for  Interna¬ 
tional  Affairs. 

(4)  One  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Trade  Policy. 

(5)  One  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Program  Development. 

(6)  One  Private  Secretary  to  the  Dep¬ 
uty  Assistant  Secretary  for  Trade  Policy. 

(7)  One  Private  Secretary  to  the  Dep¬ 
uty  Assistant  Secretary  for  Program 
Development. 

(8)  The  Director,  Bureau  of  Interna¬ 
tional  Business  Operations. 

(9)  The  Director,  Bureau  of  Interna¬ 
tional  Programs. 

(10)  One  Private  Secretary  to  the  Di¬ 
rector,  Bureau  of  International  Business 
Operations. 

(11)  One  Private  Secretary  to  the 
Director,  Bureau  of  International  Pro¬ 
grams. 

(R.S.  1753,  sec.  2, -22  Stat.  403,  as  amended; 

5  U.S.C.  631,633) 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission, 

I  seal  1  Mary  V.  Wenzel, 

Executive  Assistant  to 
the  Commissioners. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9246;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:49  a.m.) 

Title  7— AGRICULTURE 

Chapter  II — Agricultural  Marketing 

Service  (School  Lunch  Program), 

Department  of  Agriculture 

PART  210— NATIONAL  SCHOOL 
LUNCH  PROGRAM 

Miscellaneous  Amendments 

The  amendment  to  §  210.10(a)  set 
forth  below  is  intended  to  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  reimburse  schools,  which  have  a 
high  proportion  of  children  unable  to 
pay  for  their  lunches,  at  a  rate  higher 
than  the  present  maximum  allowable 
reimbursement  rate,  as  a  means  of  pro¬ 
viding  the  additional  financial  support 
needed  to  continue  operations. 

The  amendment  to  §  210.12(a)  is  in¬ 
tended  to  simplify  the  claiming  proce¬ 
dures  by  permitting  schools  to  combine 
up  to  10  days  operations  from  a  begin¬ 
ning  or  ending  month  of  the  school  year 
with  the  claim  for  reimbursement  of  a 
month  immediately  following  the  begin¬ 
ning  or  preceding  the  closing  month. 


The  amendment  to  §  210.18(b)  j. 
needed  to  permit  a  change  of  maximum 
reimbursement  rates  or  minimum  lunch 
requirements  at  times  other  than  the  be 
ginning  of  the  school  year.  This  amend- 
ment  is  needed  in  connection  with  the 
amendment  to  §  210.10(a)  discussed 
above. 

1.  Section  210.10(a)  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Program  Regulations  is 
hereby  amended  by  adding  the  follow- 
ing  proviso  to  the  last  sentence  thereof* 

“ Provided ,  however,  That  State  Agencies 
or  FDD  where  applicable,  are  author^ 
ized  to  reimburse  schools  at  rates  not  to 
exceed  15  cents  for  a  Type  A  lunch  and 
13  cents  for  a  Type  A  lunch  which  does 
not  include  milk,  if  it  is  determined  that 
such  schools  need  additional  assistance 
in  order  to  meet  program  requirements" 

2.  Section  210.12(a)  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Program  Regulations  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

(a)  Each  State  Agency,  or  FDD  where 
applicable,  shall  require  schools  to  sub¬ 
mit  a  “Claim  for  Reimbursement”  on  a 
calendar  month  basis:  Provided,  how¬ 
ever,  That  not  more  than  5  days  of  the 
beginning  or  ending  month  of  the  school 
year  may  be  combined  with  the  claim  of 
the  month  immediately  following  the  be- 
ginning  month  or  preceding  the  closing 
month:  And  provided  further,  That  upon 
prior  approval  of  FDD,  the  number  of 
days  in  the  beginning  or  ending  month 
which  can  be  combined  with  the  claim 
of  the  following  or  preceding  month  may 
be  increased  to  as  many  as  10  days. 
Combinations  involving  the  closing 
month  of  one  fiscal  year  and  the  begin¬ 
ning  month  of  the  next  fiscal  year  shall 
not  be  permitted. 

3.  Section  210.18(b)  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Program  Regulations  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

(b)  Saving  clause.  Any  or  all  of  the 
provisions  of  this  part  may  be  with¬ 
drawn,  or  amended,  at  any  time  by  the 
Department:  Provided,  however,  That 
any  withdrawal  or  amendment  shall  not 
be  made  without  due  prior  notice  in 
writing  to  the  State  Agencies  or  to  non¬ 
profit  private  schools  in  which  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  administered  by  FDD:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  any  change  in  the 
requirements  for  lunches  which  in¬ 
creases  the  food  costs  to  schools  or 
which  decreases  the  maximum  rates  of 
reimbursement  shall  become  effective  at 
the  beginning  of  a  fiscal  year. 

Effective  date.  These  amendments 
shall  become  effective  October  15,  1961, 
and  any  change  in  assigned  rates  of  re¬ 
imbursement  arising  from  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  §  210.10(a)  shall  apply  only  to 
lunches  served  after  that  date. 

[seal]  John  P.  Duncan,  Jr., 

Assistant  Secretary. 

September  21, 1961. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9234;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:47  a.m.) 
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Chapter  IX — Agricultural  Marketing 
Service  and  Agricultural  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  Conservation  Service  (Mar¬ 
keting  Agreements  and  Orders), 
Department  of  Agriculture 
[958.338,  Amdt.  1] 

pART  9^8— IRISH  POTATOES 
GROWN  IN  COLORADO 

Limitation  of  Shipments — Area  No.  1 

Findings,  (a)  Pursuant  to  Marketing 
Order  No.  58,  as  amended  (7  CFR  Part 
958)  regulating  the  handling  of  potatoes 
grown  in  Area  No.  1  defined  therein,  ef¬ 
fective  under  the  applicable  provisions 
of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1937,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
601-674).  and  upon  the  basis  of  recom¬ 
mendations  and  information  submitted 
by  the  Area  No.  1  Committee,  (Western 
Slope)  established  pursuant  to  §  958.50, 
of  said  order  it  is  hereby  found  that  the 
amendment  to  the  limitation  of  ship¬ 
ments  hereinafter  set  forth  will  tend  to 
effectuate  the  declared  policy  of  the  act. 

(b)  It  is  hereby  found  that  it  is  im¬ 
practicable  and  contrary  to  the  public 
interest  to  give  preliminary  notice,  en¬ 
gage  in  public  rule  making  procedure, 
and  postpone  the  effective  date  of  this 
section  until  30  days  after  publication  in 
the  Federal  Register  (5  U.S.C.  1001- 
1011)  in  that  (1)  the  time  intervening 
between  the  date  when  information  upon 
which  this  section  is  based  became 
available  and  the  time  when  this  section 
must  become  effective  in  order  to  ef¬ 
fectuate  the  declared  policy  of  the  act 
is  insufficient,  (2)  more  orderly  market¬ 
ing  in  the  public  interest,  than  would 
otherwise  prevail,  will  be  promoted  by 
regulating  the  shipment  of  potatoes,  in 
the  manner  set  forth  below,  on  and  after 
the  effective  date  of  this  section,  (3) 
compliance  with  this  section  will  not  re¬ 
quire  any  special  preparation  on  the  part 
of  handlers  which  cannot  be  completed 
by  the  effective  date,  (4)  reasonable  time 
is  permitted  under  the  circumstances, 
for  such  preparation,  and  (5)  informa¬ 
tion  regarding  the  committee’s  recom¬ 
mendations  has  been  made  available  to 
producers  and  handlers  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  area. 

Order.  In  §  958.338  (26  F.R.  8591) 
delete  paragraphs  (a)  and  (c)  and  sub¬ 
stitute  in  lieu  thereof  new  paragraphs 
(a)  and  (c)  as  set  forth  below. 

(a)  Minimum  grade  and  size  require¬ 
ment — (1)  Round  varieties.  U.S.  No.  1, 
or  better  grade,  2  inches  minimum 
diameter : 

(2)  Long  varieties.  U.S.  No.  2,  or  bet¬ 
ter,  6  ounces  minimum  weight  or  U.S. 
No.  1,  2  inches  minimum  diameter  or  4 
ounces  minimum  weight. 

*  *  *  *  • 

(c)  Special  purpose  shipments.  (1) 
The  quality  and  maturity  requirements 
set  forth  in  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of 
this  section  and  the  inspection  and  as¬ 
sessment  requirements  of  this  part  shall 
not  be  applicable  to  potatoes  handled 
for  livestock  feed. 

(2)  Potatoes  may  be  handled  for  chip¬ 
ping  or  shoestrings  if,  they  are  round 
varieties  and  are  U.S.  No.  2  or  better, 
8rade,  with  75  percent  U.S.  No.  1  quality, 


2  inches  minimum  diameter.  Long 
varieties  may  not  be  handled  unless  they 
meet  requirements  of  paragraph  (a)(2) 
of  this  section. 

(3)  Potatoes  may  be  handled  for  ex¬ 
port  if  such  potatoes  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  U.S.  No.  1,  or  better,  grade, 
size  B. 

(4)  The  quality  and  maturity  require¬ 
ments  of  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  this 
section  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the 
handling  of  potatoes  for  seed  as  defined 
in  §  958.6  but  any  lot  of  potatoes  handled 
for  seed  shall  be  subject  to  assessments. 

(Secs.  1-19,  48  Stat.  31,  as  amended;  7  U.S.C. 
601-674) 

Dated:  September  22,  1961,  to  become 
effective  September  26,  1961. 

Paul  A.  Nicholson, 
Deputy  Director, 
Fruit  and  Vegetable  Division. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9233;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:47  a.m.] 


PART  1026— CENTRAL  CALIFORNIA 
GRAPES  FOR  CRUSHING 

Desirable  Free  Tonnage  for  1961-62 
Crop  Year 

Notice  was  published  in  the  Septem¬ 
ber  9,  1961,  issue  of  the  Federal  Register 
(26  F.R.  8491) ,  that  the  need  for  volume 
regulation  was  likely  and  that  consider¬ 
ation  was  being  given  to  the  proposed 
establishment  for  the  period  beginning 
July  1,  1961,  and  ending  June  30,  1962, 
of  a  desirable  free  tonnage  of  grapes  for 
crushing  of  1,075,000  tons,  at  21  percent 
sugar,  which  handlers  may  freely  acquire 
and  use  in  such  period,  and  afforded 
interested  persons  opportunity  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  data,  views,  or  arguments 
pertaining  to  the  proposal.  The  pro¬ 
posed  desirable  free  tonnage  was  based 
on  recommendations  of  the  Grape  Crush 
Administrative  Committee,  contained  in 
the  report  of  its  marketing  policy  to  the 
Secretary,  formulated  in  accordance 
with  §  1026.47  of  Marketing  Agreement 
No.  133  and  Order  No.  126  (26  F.R.  7797) , 
regulating  the  handling  of  Central  Cali¬ 
fornia  grapes  for  crushing,  and  other 
available  information.  The  said  mar¬ 
keting  agreement  and  order  are  effective 
under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1937,  as  amended  (secs. 
1-19,  48  Stat.  31,  as  amended;  7  U.S.C. 
601-674). 

The  desirable  free  tonnage  which 
handlers  may  freely  acquire  and  use  in 
the  aforesaid  period  ending  June  30, 
1962,  includes  the  volume  of  1961  crop 
grapes  for  crushing  received  and  used 
by  handlers  prior  to  August  26,  1961,  the 
effective  date  of  the  marketing  agree¬ 
ment  and  order.  It  also  includes  the 
volume  referable  to  the  varieties  of 
grapes  for  crushing  (listed  in  §  1026.202 
of  this  part)  exempt  from  volume  regu¬ 
lation  (the  free  and  surplus  percentages 
established  in  §  1026.203  of  this  part). 
The  listed  varieties  and  the  free  and 
surplus  percentages  in  §§  1026.202  and 
1026.203,  respectively,  are  contained  in 
separate  documents  of  this  date,  each 
published  in  this  issue  of  the  Federal 
Register. 


Consideration  has  been  given  to  all 
relevant  matters  presented,  including 
the  committee’s  marketing  policy  recom¬ 
mendations  and  other  available  informa¬ 
tion  upon  which  the  proposed  desirable 
free  tonnage  was  based,  the  various  fac¬ 
tors  required  by  §  1026.47  to  be  con¬ 
sidered,  and  the  committee’s  additional 
considerations  with  respect  to  such  fac¬ 
tors  and  its  subsequent  recommendation 
as  to  a  modified  desirable  free  tonnage  of 
1,050,000  tons,  at  21  percent  sugar,  as 
hereinafter  established  in  §  1026.201. 
The  likely  need  for  volume  regulation  in 
1961-62  is  hereby  concurred  in  and  a 
desirable  free  tonnage  of  grapes  for 
crushing  of  1,050,000  tons,  at  21  percent 
sugar,  which  handlers  may  freely  acquire 
and  use  during  the  crop  year  ending 
June  30,  1962,  should  be  established. 

Therefore,  the  desirable  free  tonnage 
of  grapes  for  crushing  is  hereby  estab¬ 
lished  as  follows: 

§  1026.201  Desirable  free  tonnage. 

The  desirable  free  tonnage  of  grapes 
for  crushing  which  handlers  may  freely 
acquire  and  use  in  the  crop  year  ending 
June  30, 1962,  is  1,050,000  tons,  at  21  per¬ 
cent  sugar. 

It  is  hereby  found  that  good  cause 
exists  for  not  postponing  the  effective 
time  of  this  action  until  30  days  after 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register  (5 
U.S.C.  1001-1011),  in  that:  (1)  The 
relevant  provisions  of  said  marketing 
agreement  and  this  part  provide  that  the 
desirable  free  tonnage  of  grapes  for 
crushing  established  for  a  particular 
crop  year  shall  represent  all  such  grapes 
which  handlers  may  freely  acquire  and 
use  in  such  year;  (2)  the  desirable  free 
tonnage  established  for  a  particular 
crop  year  is,  in  accordance  with  said 
marketing  agreement  and  this  part,  to 
serve  as  the  basis  on  which  volume  regu¬ 
lation  may  be  made  effective  limiting  the 
volume  of  grapes  for  crushing  which 
handlers  may  freely  acquire  and  use  dur¬ 
ing  the  crop  year;  (3)  no  obligation  is 
imposed  on  handlers  by  the  mere  estab¬ 
lishment  of  such  desirable  free  tonnage; 
and  (4)  any  volume  regulation  that  may 
become  effective  will  involve  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  free  and  surplus  percentages 
in  another  rule  making  proceeding. 

(Secs.  1-19,  48  Stat.  31,  as  amended;  7  U.S.C. 
601-674) 

Dated:  September  22,  1961. 

Floyd  F.  Hedlund, 

Director, 

Fruit  and  Vegetable  Division. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9256;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:50  a.m.j 


PART  1026— CENTRAL  CALIFORNIA 
GRAPES  FOR  CRUSHING 

Exemption  of  Certain  Grape  Varieties 
From  Volume  Regulation  for  1961  — 
62  Crop  Year 

Notice  was  published  in  the  Sep¬ 
tember  9,  1961,  issue  of  the  Federal 
Register  (26  F.R.  8492),  that  the  need 
for  volume  regulation  was  likely  and  that 
consideration  was  being  given  to  a  pro¬ 
posal  to  exempt  certain  varieties  of 
grapes  for  crushing  produced  in  the  area 
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from  any  volume  regulation  which  may 
be  established  for  the  1961-62  crop  year 
ending  June  30,  1962.  The  proposal  to 
exempt  such  varieties,  based  upon  the 
recommendation  of  the  Grape  Crush  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Committee  and  other  avail¬ 
able  information,  is  to  be  made  effective 
in  accordance  with  the  applicable  provi¬ 
sions  of  Marketing  Agreement  No.  133 
and  Order  No.  126  (26  F.R.  7797),  regu¬ 
lating  the  handling  of  Central  California 
grapes  for  crushing.  The  said  market¬ 
ing  agreement  and  order  are  operative 
under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1937,  as  amended  (Secs.  1-19, 
48  Stat.  31,  as  amended;  7  U.S.C.  601- 
674). 

The  notice  afforded  interested  persons 
opportunity  to  submit  written  data, 
views,  or  arguments  pertaining  to  the 
proposal. 

After  consideration  of  all  relevant 
matters  presented,  including  a  review 
of  the  committee’s  determination  and 
recommendation  as  to  potential  varieties 
eligible  for  exemption,  other  matters  in 
the  notice,  and  the  data,  views  and  argu¬ 
ments  submitted  pursuant  to  the  notice, 
the  varieties  of  grapes  for  crushing  here¬ 
inafter  set  forth  in  §  1026.202  Exemption 
are  determined  to  be  of  such  small  pro¬ 
duction  and  restricted  usage  or  in  such 
short  supply  relative  to  demand  that 
their  exemption  from  such  volume  regu¬ 
lation  as  may  be  established  for  the 
1961-62  crop  year  will  not  tend  to  affect 
adversely  the  attainment  of  the  purposes 
of  this  marketing  agreement  and  order 
program. 

Therefore,  the  following  varieties  of 
grapes  for  crushing  are,  pursuant  to 
1  1026.58(b),  hereby  exempted  as 
follows: 

§  1026.202  Exemption. 

The  following  varieties  of  grapes  for 
crushing  are  exempt  from  any  volume 
regulation  established  for  that  portion  of 
the  1961-62  crop  year  beginning  on  Au¬ 
gust  26,  1961,  and  ending  June  30,  1962: 
Aleatico,  Alicante  Ganzin,  Almission, 
Alvarelhao,  Barbera,  Beclan,  Boaldoce, 
Carignane,  Catarratto,  Colombar, 
Crabb’s  Black  Burgundy,  Duriff ,  Emerald 
Riesling,  Experimental  No.  100,  Experi¬ 
mental  No.  101,  F-5,  Franken  Riesling, 
Freisa,  French  Colombard,  Grand  noir. 
Green  Hungarian,  Grey  Riesling,  Grig- 
nolino,  Inzolia,  Johannisberger  Riesling, 
Lenoir,  Malvasia  bianca,  Malvoisie, 
Mataro,  Mondeuse,  Muscat  Canelli,  Mus¬ 
cat  de  Frontignan,  Nebbiolo,  Pagadebito, 
Pedro  Ximenes,  Pedro  Zumbom,  Petite 
Bouschet,  Petite  Sirah,  Peverella,  Re- 
fosco,  Royalty,  Rubired,  Ruby  Cabernet, 
S-26,  St.  Emilion,  St.  Macaire,  Salva¬ 
dor,  Sauvignon,  Sauvignon  vert..  Scarlet, 
Semilion,  Souzao,  Sylvaner,  Tinta  Cao, 
Tinta  Madeira,  Touriga,  Trebbiano, 
Trousseau,  Ugni  blanc,  Valdepenas,  Ver- 
dona,  Walschriesling,  White  Riesling, 
and  Zinfandel. 

It  is  hereby  found  that  good  cause 
exists  for  not  postponing  the  effective 
time  of  this  action  until  30  days  after 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register 
(5  U.S.C.  1001-1011),  in  that:  (1)  In 
accordance  with  the  relevant  provisions 
of  said  marketing  agreement  and  this 
part,  the  exemption  of  any  variety  of 


grapes  for  crushing  from  any  volume 
regulation  established  for  a  particular 
crop  year  applies  to  all  grapes  of  such 
variety  handled  during  such  year;  and 
(2)  the  current  crop  year  has  already 
begun  and  the  exemption  of  the  varieties 
of  grapes  for  crushing  listed  in  §  1026.202 
will  automatically  apply  from  August  26, 
1961,  the  effective  date  of  the  marketing 
agreement  and  this  part. 

(Secs.  1-19,  48  Stat.  31,  as  amended;  7  U.S.C. 
601-674) 

Dated:  September  22, 1961. 

Floyd  F.  Hedlund, 

Director, 

Fruit  and  Vegetable  Division. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9255;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 
8:50  a.m.j 


PART  1026— CENTRAL  CALIFORNIA 
GRAPES  FOR  CRUSHING 

Free  and  Surplus  Percentages  for 
1961-62  Crop  Year 

The  Grape  Crush  Administrative  Com¬ 
mittee  has  unanimously:  (1)  Concluded 
that  the  tonnage  of  grapes  to  be  crushed 
during  the  period  beginning  August  26, 
1961,  and  ending  June  30,  1962,  of  the 
current  crop  year  materially  exceeds 
1,050,000  tons  of  grapes  for  crushing, 
at  21  percent  sugar — the  desirable  free 
tonnage  established  by  §  1026.201  of  this 
part — and  that  limiting  the  volume 
which  handlers  may  freely  acquire  and 
use  through  establishing  free  and  surplus 
percentages  applicable  to  such  total 
crush  w6uld  tend  to  effectuate  the  de¬ 
clared  policy  of  the  act;  and  (2)  recom¬ 
mended  a  free  percentage  at  66  percent 
and  a  surplus  percentage  at  34  percent. 
The  committee  is  established  under,  and 
its  actions  are  pursuant  to,  Marketing 
Agreement  No.  133  and  Order  No.  126 
(26  F.R.  7797) ,  regulating  the  handling  of 
Central  California  grapes  for  crushing. 
The  said  marketing  agreement  and  order 
(hereinafter  referred  to  collectively  as 
the  “order”)  are  effective  under  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act 
of  1937,  as  amended  (Secs.  1-19,  48  Stat. 
31,  as  amended;  7  U.S.C.  601-674). 

The  percentages  recommended  by  the 
committee  are  based  on  the  following 
estimates  submitted  by  the  committee : 


Tons 

(1)  Estimated  1961-62  total  grape 
crush  (including  grapes  for 
crushing,  and  the  quantity  of 
raisins  permitted  by  §  1026.50 

of  the  order) _  1,483,000 

(2)  Estimated  total  crush  of  ex¬ 
empted  varieties 1 _  166,  000 

(3)  Estimated  1961-62  crush  be¬ 
fore  August  26,  1961  (effective 

date  of  the  order) _  43,000 

(4)  Estimated  crush  subject  to 
volume  regulation  (Item  (1) 

less  items  (2)  and  (3)) _  1,274,000 

(5)  Desirable  free  tonnage  (grapes 
for  crushing,  including  the 
quantity  of  raisins  permitted 

by  §  1026.50  of  the  order)  2_._  1,  050,  000 


1  Varieties  exempted  from  volume  regula¬ 
tion  are  set  forth  in  §  1026.202  of  a  separate 
document  of  this  date  published  in  this  issue 
of  the  Federal  Register. 

2  Desirable  free  tonnage  of  grapes  for 
crushing  is  set  forth  in  §  1026.201  of  a  sep¬ 


arate  document  of  this  date  published  in  tht 
issue  of  the  Federal  Register. 

The  committee  concluded  that  th 
estimated  1961-1962  total  crush  (l  48o 6 
000  tons)  materially  exceeds  the  desir' 
able  free  tonnage  of  1,050,000  tons  l» 
433,000  tons  and,  hence,  determined  a 
need  for  volume  regulation  in  1961-62 
and  recommended  free  and  surplus  per 
centages  of  66  percent  and  34  percent 
respectively.  The  surplus  tonnaw 
(433,000  tons)  divided  by  the  tonnage 
subject  to  regulation  (1,274,000  tons 
(item  4))  and  multiplied  by  100  results 
in  a  surplus  percentage  of  34  percent 
when  rounded  to  the  nearest  whole  n\un- 
ber.  The  sum  of  this  percentage  qe" 

34  percent)  and  a  free  percentage  of  66 
percent  equals  100  percent,  computed  in 
accordance  with  §  1026.53  of  the  order 
On  the  basis  of  the  recommendations 
and  estimates  of  the  Grape  Crush  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Committee,  including  its 
1961-62  marketing  policy  report  and 
other  available  information,  the  need  for 
volume  regulation  is  hereby  concurred 
■  in  and  it  is  hereby  found  that  to  limit 
the  volume  of  grapes  for  crushing  which 
handlers  may  freely  acquire  and  use 
during  the  current  crop  year  ending 
June  30,  1962,  through  establishing  free 
and  surplus  percentages  as  hereinafter 
set  forth,  and  as  applicable  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  §  1026.53,  will  tend  to  effec¬ 
tuate  the  declared  policy  of  the  act. 

Therefore  the  free  and  surplus  per¬ 
centages  to  be  applicable  as  provided  in 
§  1026.53  are  hereby  established  as 
follows: 

§  1026.203  Free  and  surplus  percent¬ 
ages  for  the  initial  crop  year  ending 
June  30,  1962. 

(a)  The  free  and  surplus  percentages 
for  the  period  beginning  on  August  26, 
1961,  and  ending  on  June  30,  1962,  of 
the  initial  crop  year  that  are  applicable 
in  accordance  with  §  1026.53  to  grapes 
for  crushing  are  established  as  follows: 

(1)  Free  percentage:  66  percent;  and 

(2)  Surplus  percentage:  34  percent. 

(b)  The  free  and  surplus  percentages 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  are  not  applicable  to  any  varieties 
of  grapes  for  crushing  exempted  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  1026.58(b)  and  contained  in 
§  1026.202  of  this  part. 

It  is  hereby  further  found  that  it  is 
impracticable,  unnecessary,  or  contrary 
to  the  public  interest  to  give  preliminary 
notice  and  engage  in  public  rule  making 
procedure,  and  that  good  cause  exists  for 
not  postponing  the  effective  time  of  this 
action  until  30  days  after  publication  in 
the  Federal  Register  (5  U.S.C.  1001- 
1011)  in  that:  (1)  The  free  and  surplus 
percentages  established  herein  are  based 
in  substantial  part  on  the  committee’s 
marketing  policy  of  which  handlers  and 
producers  have  already  had  reasonable 
notice,  and  on  the  desirable  free  tonnage 
and  exempted  varieties  of  grapes  for 
crushing  established  by  other  actions 
with  respect  to  which  notices  of  proposed 
rule  making  were  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  on  September  9,  1961  (26 
F.R.  8491  and  8492) ;  (2)  in  view  of  such 
notices,  handlers  have  been  aware  of  the 
likelihood  of  volume  regulation  and  have 
delayed,  pending  establishment  of  ap- 
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„ -able  percentages,  setting  firm  field 
P 'ces  for  grapes  for  crushing,  and  such 
Sloes  are  ready  for  handling  in  sub- 

tantial  Quantities;  (3)  it  is  necessary  to 
publish  the  percentages  promptly  so 
!!  to  enable  handlers  to  establish  firm 
field  prices,  promote  a  timely  and  orderly 
Sow  of  such  grapes  to  handlers  and  avoid 
loss  of  ripened  grapes  due  to  shattering 
or  rot;  (4)  under  this  regulatory  program 
the  intermediate  point  of  Carrollton, 
ticular  crop  year  apply  to  all  grapes 
for  crushing  (except  those  varieties  spe¬ 
cifically  exempted)  from  the  beginning 
of  such  crop  year;  and  (5)  this  regu¬ 
latory  program  became  effective  on  Au¬ 
gust  26,  1961,  of  the  current  crop  year 
and  the  percentages  herein  established 
will  automatically  apply  from  such  date 
to  all  grapes  for  crushing  other  than 
the  exempted  varieties. 

(Secs.  1-19,  48  Stat.  31,  as  amended;  7  U.S.C. 
601-674) 

Dated:  September  22, 1961. 


the  qualifications  of  such  an  area  as  set 
out  in  §  77.3.  The  amendment  also  re¬ 
moves  Calhoun  and  Jackson  Counties  in 
the  State  of  Michigan  from  the  areas 
designated  as  modified  accredited  areas 
because  such  Counties  do  not  meet  the 
qualifications  of  such  an  area  as  set  out 
in  §  77.3. 

This  amendment  imposes  certain  re¬ 
strictions  necessary  to  prevent  the  spread 
of  tuberculosis  in  cattle  and  relieves  cer¬ 
tain  restrictions  presently  imposed.  It 
should  be  made  effective  promptly  in 
order  to  accomplish  its  purpose  in  the 
public  interest  and  to  be  of  maximum 
benefit  to  persons  subject  to  the  restric¬ 
tions  which  are  relieved.  Therefore, 
under  section  4  of  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1003) ,  it  is  found 
upon  good  cause  that  notice  and  other 
public  procedure  with  respect  to  this 
amendment  are  impracticable  and  good 
cause  is  found  for  making  the  amend¬ 
ment  effective  less  than  30  days  after 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register. 


Floyd  F.  Hedlund, 

Director, 

Fruit  and  Vegetable  Division. 

IPB.  Doc.  61-9257;  Piled,  Sept.  26.  1961; 
8:51  a.m.] 

Title  9— ANIMALS  AND 
ANIMAL  PRODUCTS 

Chapter  I — Agricultural  Research 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture 

SUBCHAPTER  C — INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION 
OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 

PART  77— TUBERCULOSIS  IN  CATTLE 

Restrictions  on  Interstate  Movement  of 
Cattle  Because  of  Tuberculosis 

Pursuant  to  §  77.3  of  the  regulations 
restricting  the  movement  of  cattle  be¬ 
cause  of  tuberculosis  (9  CFR  Part  77) , 
issued  under  the  provisions  of  sections 
1  and  2  of  the  Act  of  February  2,  1903, 
as  amended,  and  sections  4  and  5  of  the 
.Act  of  May  29,  1884,  as  amended  (21 
U.S.C.  111-113,  120,  121),  and  upon  the 
basis  of  determinations  made  by  the 
Director  of  the  Animal  Disease  Eradica¬ 
tion  Division  under  said  section,  §  77.3a 
of  Part  77,  Subchapter  C,  Chapter  I, 
Title  9,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  is 
hereby  amended  to  read: 

§  77.3a  Modified  accredited  areas. 

The  following  areas  are  hereby  desig¬ 
nated  as  modified  accredited  areas:  The 
District  of  Columbia  and  all  portions  of 
all  States  and  Territories  of  the  United 
States,  other  than  the  State  of  Hawaii, 
and  Calhoun  and  Jackson  Counties  in 
Michigan. 

(Secs.  4,  5,  23  Stat.  32,  as  amended,  secs.  1,  2, 
32  Stat.  791-792,  as  amended;  21  U.S.C.  111- 
113,  120,  121;  19  F.R.  74,  as  amended;  9  CFR 
77.3) 

Effective  date.  This  amendment  shall 
become  effective  upon  issuance. 

The  amendment  restores  Branch 
County  in  the  State  of  Michigan  to  the 
areas  designated  as  modified  accredited 
areas  because  such  County  now  meets 


Done  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  22d  day 
of  September  1961. 

E.  E.  Saulmon, 

Acting  Director,  Animal  Disease 
■  Eradication  Division,  Agricul¬ 
tural  Research  Service. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9258;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 
8:51  aon.] 


Title  14— AERONAUTICS  AND 
SPACE 

Chapter  I — Federal  Aviation  Agency 

[Reg.  Docket  No.  531;  Arndt.  60-24] 

PART  60— AIR  TRAFFIC  RULES 
Operation  at  Airports 

On  October  7,  1960,  notice  was  given 
in  Draft  Release  No.  60-17  (25  F.R. 
9868)  that  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency 
had  under  consideration  a  proposal  to 
amend  Civil  Air  Regulations,  Part  60, 

§  60.18  Operation  on  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  an  airport. 

Draft  Release  No.  60-17  proposed  rules 
and  requirements  for  the  operation  of 
aircraft  at  those  airports  where  an  air¬ 
port  traffic  control  tower  is  in  operation. 
The  principal  objectives  of  the  proposal 
were  to  standardize  flight  procedures  at 
controlled  airports  and,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  to  provide  for  the  uniform 
application  of  traffic  pattern  rules  which 
would  enhance  both  the  safety  of  airport 
flight  operations  and  the  abatement  of 
aircraft  noise  as  it  affects  adjacent  com¬ 
munities. 

Relatively  few  comments-were  received 
concerning  avoidance  of  the  airport  traf¬ 
fic  area.  Some  misinterpretation  was 
apparent  in  that  several  comments  in¬ 
dicated  the  writer  thought  the  rule 
would  prohibit  operations  at  uncon¬ 
trolled  airports  that  lie  within  an  air¬ 
port  traffic  area  unless  two-way  radio 
was  utilized.  This  is  not  the  intent  of 
the  rule  and  a  clarifying  note  has  been 
added. 

Several  comments  recommended  that 
all  aircraft  within  the  airport  traffic 
area  abide  by  the  communications  re¬ 


quirements  regardless  of  the  airport  of 
operation.  The  disadvantages  wherein 
some  of  the  aircraft  in  a  particular  area 
are  not  subject  to  control  have  previously 
been  considered.  Maintenance  of  radio 
contact  by  pilots  of  all  aircraft  operat¬ 
ing  at  uncontrolled  airports  located 
within  an  airport  traffic  area  would  im¬ 
pose  a  burden  without  a  commensurate 
increase  in  safety.  A  “note”  has  been 
added  to  the  communications  section 
urging  that  pilots  operating  to  or  from 
uncontrolled  airports  maintain  radio 
contact  with  the  tower  controlling  the 
area  to  the  extent  feasible. 

There  were  many  comments  for  and 
against  the  two-way  communications  re¬ 
quirement  itself.  The  opposition  was 
mainly  directed  from  individual  pilots 
and  the  Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  As¬ 
sociation.  The  principal  objection 
seemed  to  be  based  solely  on  economic 
considerations.  A  large  majority  of 
those  supporting  the  requirement  did  so 
unequivocally  while  the  remainder  fa¬ 
vored  it  with  minor  reservations. 

The  distinct  benefits  to  be  derived 
from  two-way  radio  are  readily  apparent 
and  were  not  made  an  issue  in  any  of 
the  comments  received.  Maintenance 
of  an  orderly  and  safe  flight  environ¬ 
ment  in  an  increasingly  complex  situa¬ 
tion  necessitates  the  adoption  of  ade¬ 
quate  radio  requirements.  The  rule 
contained  herein  recognizes  this  require¬ 
ment  along  with  a  provision  covering  the 
possibility  of  in-flight  radio  failure.  The 
rule  also  retains  the  requirement  for 
pilots  of  aircraft  having  radio  equipment 
permitting  communications  to  use  such 
equipment  when  operating  to  or  from  an 
airport  served  by  a  non-United  States 
Government  control  tower.  The  word 
“maintain,”  where  used  in  connection 
with  radio  communications,  is  intended 
herein  to  mean  “establish  and  main¬ 
tain.” 

Some  comments  expressed  concern  in 
regard  to  the  restrictive  airspeed  stip¬ 
ulated  in  the  draft  release.  It  was  ap¬ 
parent  that  turbine  powered  aircraft 
could  not  generally  be  operated  within 
the  proposed  airspeed  limitations.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  rule  is  modified  to  ac¬ 
commodate  the  requirements  of  the 
turbine  powered  aircraft.  Additionally, 
the  rule  is  worded  to  permit  operations 
such  as  military  aircraft  engaged  in  ac¬ 
tual  or  simulated  defense  activities  to 
operate  at  speeds  in  excess  of  those  spec¬ 
ified  in  the  rule  through  authorization 
by  air  traffic  control. 

Apprehension  was  expressed  to  the 
effect  that  the  provision  regarding  taxi 
authorization  to  a  runway  was  not  clear 
and,  therefore,  was  subject  to  various 
interpretation.  The  rule  is,  therefore, 
modified  to  clearly  state  that  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  taxi  “to”  a  runway  is  construed 
as  authorization  to  cross  runways  that 
intersect  the  taxi  route  unless  instruc¬ 
tions  to  the  contrary  are  received. 

Many  comments  were  directed  to  the 
provisions  concerning  airport  traffic  area 
altitudes  and  traffic  pattern  altitudes. 
While  some  of  these  comments  indicated 
general  agreement,  the  consensus  indi¬ 
cated  an  opposition  to  the  principle  of 
segregation  by  altitudes  in  the  traffic 
pattern.  Some  of  the  commentators,  in 
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opposing  the  proposed  altitude  require¬ 
ments,  contended  that  vertically  sepa¬ 
rated  traffic  patterns  would  nullify  the 
“see  and  be  seen”  concept.  Others  held 
that  airspeed  differentials  in  various 
types  of  aircraft  would  provide  -a  nat¬ 
ural  segregation  due  to  faster  aircraft 
flying  wider  traffic  patterns  and  thus 
contended  that  the  requirement  for  a 
dual  standard  of  separation  is  unsound. 

The  proposal  has  been  modified  in  light 
of  these  comments  and,  except  for  tur¬ 
bine  powered  fixed-wing  aircraft,  airport 
traffic  area  and  airport  traffic  pattern 
altitude  requirements  have  been  deleted 
from  this  rule.  The  principal  purpose  of 
retention  of  the  altitude  requirements 
for  turbine  powered  fixed-wing  aircraft 
is  to  afford  maximum  noise  abatement 
to  airport  neighboring  communities  con¬ 
sistent  with  safe  operating  requirements. 

Considerable  opposition  was  directed 
to  the  requirement  for  pilots  who  had 
landed  or  taken  off  from  an  airport  with¬ 
in  the  preceding  30  days  to  comply  with 
all  traffic  pattern  procedures,  unani¬ 
mously  contending  that  the  requirement 
was  unrealistic.  The  validity  of  this 
contention  is  recognized  and  the  pro¬ 
vision  has  been  deleted. 

The  proposed  preferential  runway  re¬ 
quirements  are  retained  and  amplified 
by  inclusion  of  a  statement  that  air 
traffic  control  approval  of  a  pilot’s  re¬ 
quest  to  use  a  nonpreferential  runway  in 
lieu  of  the  preferential  runway  assigned 
does  not  constitute  sanction  of  the  devia¬ 
tion  from  the  preferential  runway  pro¬ 
cedures.  Considerable  opposition  was 
also  directed  to  the  requirement  for  a 
written  report  within  48  hours  in  the 
event  an  assigned  preferential  runway 
was  refused  by  a  pilot.  Since  a  report 
may  not  be  necessary  in  every  case,  the 
rule  is  modified  to  require  the  report 
only  when  requested  by  air  traffic  control. 

Preferential  runway  procedures  for 
particular  airports  will  be  established  or 
revised  when  such  action  will  give 
promise  of  alleviating  the  over-all  noise 
abatement  problem  in  the  area  con¬ 
cerned  and  there  is  no  derogation  of 
safety.  Such  procedures  will  be  de¬ 
veloped  on  a  local  basis. 

It  is  appreciated  that  the  conduct  of 
particular  operations  may  occasionally 
require  noncompliance  with  certain  pro¬ 
visions.  The  proposal  allowed  for  grant¬ 
ing  of  exceptions  by  air  traffic  control 
when  such  exceptions  are  warranted. 
This  allowance,  however,  was  apparently 
overlooked  by  some  respondents.  The 
rule  herein  retains  the  provision  wherein 
air  traffic  control  is  granted  authority 
to  allow  exceptions.  Air  traffic  control, 
as  related  to  this  rule,  primarily  refers  to 
the  airport  traffic  control  tower  upon 
which  the  airport  traffic  area  is  centered, 
although,  in  some  instances  the  air  traffic 
control  authority  exercised  under  this 
rule  may  originate  or  be  transmitted  by 
other  air  traffic  control  facilities. 

The  need  for  standard  traffic  pattern 
flight  procedures  at  airports  without  con¬ 
trol  towers  is  recognized.  Accordingly, 
a  draft  proposal  is  being  developed  which 
would  establish  uniform  standard  traffic 
pattern  flight  procedures  at  most  uncon¬ 
trolled  airports.  This  future  proposal 
would  provide  for  the  establishment  of 


“special”  traffic  pattern  rules  at  those 
uncontrolled  airports  where  the  stand¬ 
ard  pattern  cannot  be  applied.  This 
proposal  will  also  consider  the  problem  of 
straight-in  approaches  at  uncontrolled 
airports. 

One  of  the  more  controversial  issues  of 
the  proposed  rule  concerned  the  require¬ 
ment  for  a  pilot  to  maintain  radio  con¬ 
tact  with  the  Flight  Service  Station,  to 
the  extent  his  equipment  permits,  while 
within  5  statute  miles  of  an  uncontrolled 
airport  on  which  the  Flight  Service  Sta¬ 
tion  is  located.  Reasons  advanced  in 
opposition  were  that  this  would  interfere 
with  communications  on  company  radio 
and  on  UNICOM,  that  it  would  create  a 
false  sense  of  security  in  the  pilot’s  mind 
and  that  it  would  be  an  undue  burden  on 
both  the  pilot  and  the  Flight  Service  Sta¬ 
tion.  Some  credibility  must,  of  course,  be 
given  to  all  of  these  arguments;  however, 
none  is  considered  to  justify  deletion  of 
the  requirement.  The  very  fact  that  three 
separate  facilities,  i.e.,  company  radio, 
UNICOM  and  FSS,  frequently  supply  dif¬ 
ferent  information  to  different  aircraft 
at  the  same  time  for  the  same  airport 
frustrates  an  effective  airport  advisory 
service  and  can  result  in  hazard  to 
safety  of  flight.  A  centralized  source  of 
flight  advisory  service  certainly  presents 
the  best  solution  to  an  ever-increasing 
problem. 

Likewise,  the  other  objections  to  the 
proposal  for  uncontrolled  airports  are 
considered  as  subordinate  to  the  benefits 
to  be  derived  from  the  adoption  of  the 
rule.  True,  nonradio  aircraft  operating 
from  uncontrolled  airports  might  create 
a  problem  but  the  situation  certainly 
would  be  less  acute  than  that  existing 
today.  Some  objected  on  the  ground 
that  present  aeronautical  charting  pro¬ 
cedures  do  not  indicate  the  physical 
location  of  Flight  Service  Stations.  Cog¬ 
nizance  of  this  fact  has  been  taken  and 
the  rule  modified  to  specify  that  the  FSS 
communication  requirements  shall  only 
be  mandatory  at  uncontrolled  airports 
where  an  FSS  is  charted  to  show  its 
location  at  that  airport.  This  indication 
will  be  published  on  the  appropriate 
Sectional  Aeronautical  Chart  of  the  U.S. 
Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey.  Since  these 
charts  are  normally  revised  only  twice 
yearly,  there  will  necessarily  be  some 
delay  in  total  implementation  of  the 
FSS  procedures. 

Current  issues  of  the  FAA  Airman’s 
Guide  will  contain  a  list  of  FSS  locations 
at  which  the  airport  advisory  service 
will  be  established  concurrent  with  the 
effective  date  of  a  revised  sectional  chart. 

On  November  4,  I960,  notice  was  given 
in  Draft  Release  No.  60-17A  (25  F.R. 
10772)  that  the  Federal  Av^tion  Agency 
would  provide  an  additional  period  of  15 
days  after  December  14,  1960,  the  final 
date  for  comment  to  Draft  Release  No. 
60-17,  in  order  to  permit  interested  per¬ 
sons  to  reply  to  comments  in  the  Docket 
File.  Two  comments  were  received  in 
response  to  Draft  Release  No.  60-17A. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing, 
§§60.18  and  60.60  are  hereby  amended 
as  follows: 

1.  By  amending  §  60.18  to  read  as 
follows: 


§  60.18  Operation  on  and  in  the  vicinit* 
of  an  airport. 

Aircraft  shall  be  operated  on  and  in 
the  vicinity  of  an  airport  in  accordant 
with  the  following  rules : 

(a)  General  rules— ( 1)  Avoidance  of 
airport  traffic  areas.  No  person  shall 
operate  an  aircraft  within  an  airport 
traffic  area,  except  for  the  purpose  of 
landing  or  taking  off  at  airports  located 
within  such  airport  traffic  area,  or  un 
less  authorized  by  air  traffic  control 

(2)  Speed.  Except  as  otherwise  an 
thorized  by  air  traffic  control,  no  person 
shall  operate  an  aircraft  within  an  air- 
port  traffic  area  at  an  indicated  airspeed 
in  excess  of  156  knots  (180  mph)  for 
reciprocating  engine  aircraft  or  200 
knots  (230  mph)  for  turbine  powered 
aircraft  unless  the  operating  limitations 
or  military  normal  operating  procedures 
require  a  greater  airspeed,  in  which  case 
the  aircraft  shall  not  be  flown  in  excess 
of  such  airspeed. 

(b)  Airport  with  control  tower.  Air¬ 
craft  being  operated  to,  from,  or  on  an 
airport  served  by  an  airport  traffic  con¬ 
trol  tower  shall  be  operated  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  following  rules  unless 
otherwise  authorized  or  required  by  the 
airport  traffic  control  tower  -of  that  air¬ 
port.  Such  authorization  may  be  pro¬ 
vided  as  individual  approvals  of  specific 
operations  or  contained  in  written  agree¬ 
ments  between  airport  users  and  the 
tower. 

(1)  Communications.  During  the 
hours  the  airport  traffic  control  tower 
is  in  operation  the  following  radio  com¬ 
munication  requirements  shall  apply: 

(i)  United  States  Government  oper¬ 
ated  control  towers.  When  operating  an 
aircraft  to,  from,  or  on  an  airport  at 
which  an  airport  traffic  control  tower  is 
operated  by  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment,  two-way  radio  communications 
shall  be  maintained  with  that  control 
tower  while  operating  within  the  airport 
traffic  area.  In  the  event  of  an  in¬ 
flight  failure  of  radio  communications 
equipment  during  VFR  flight,  the  fore¬ 
going  requirement  shall  not  apply  and  a 
pilot  may  enter  the  airport  traffic  area 
and  land;  Provided,  That  the  weather 
conditions  are  equal  to  or  above  VFR 
conditions  and  the  pilot  maintains  visual 
contact  with  the  control  tower  and  ob¬ 
tains  a  clearance  (light  signal)  prior  to 
landing.  In  the  event  of  in-flight  failure 
of  radio  communications  equipment  dur¬ 
ing  IFR  flight,  the  provisions  of  §  60.49 
shall  apply. 

(ii)  Other  control  towers.  When  op¬ 
erating  an  aircraft  to,  from,  or  on  an 
airport  at  which  an  airport  traffic  control 
tower  is  operated  by  a  person  other  than 
the  United  States  Government,  pilots  of 
aircraft  having  radio  equipment  per¬ 
mitting  two-way  radio  communications 
with  the  airport  traffic  control  tower 
shall  maintain  such  communications 
and  pilots  of  aircraft  having  radio  equip¬ 
ment  permitting  reception  only  from 
such  control  tower  shall  maintain  a 
listening  watch  on  the  appropriate  tower 
frequency  while  operating  within  the  air¬ 
port  traffic  area  of  that  airport. 

Note:  Pilots  of  aircraft  operating  to  or 
from  uncontrolled  airports  within  the  airport 
traffic  area  are  not  required  to  maintain 
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at  that  airport  at  which  the  report  is 
required. 

(6)  Final  approach .  (i)  When  ap¬ 

proaching  to  land  on  a  runway  served 
by  a  functioning  instrument  landing  sys¬ 
tem  (ILS),  large  fixed- wing  aircraft 
equipped  with  a  functioning  ILS  instru¬ 
mentation  shall  be  flown  so  as  to  remain 
at  or  above  the  glide  slope  between  the 
outer  marker  and  the  middle  marker: 

Provided,  That  when  the  VFR  distance- 
from-cloud  criteria  require  interception 
of  the  glide  slope  between  the  outer 
marker  and  the  middle  marker,  large 
fixed-wing  aircraft  shall  be  flown  so  as 
to  remain  at  or  above  the  glide  slope 
altitude  between  the  point  of  intercep¬ 
tion  and  the  middle  marker. 

(ii)  When  approaching  to  land  on  a 
runway  served  by  visual  glide  slope  de¬ 
vices,  fixed-wing  aircraft  shall  be  flown 
so  as  to  remain  at  or  above  the  glide 
slope  until  arrival  at  the  runway 
threshold. 

(7)  Departures.  Aircraft  taking  off 
shall  £e  operated  as  follows: 

(i)  Pilots  shall,  prior  to  departure, 
familiarize  themselves  with  any  depar¬ 
ture  procedures  established  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aviation  Agency  and  shall  comply 
with  such  procedures  upon  departure. 

(ii)  When  departure  procedure  aU 
titudes  for  a  particular  airport  are  not 
specified  and  unless  otherwise  required 
by  the  VFR  distance-from-cloud  criteria, 
large  fixed-wing  aircraft  shall  be  flown 
so  that  a  climb  is  made  as  rapidly  as 
practicable  to  at  least  1,500  above  the 
surface:  Provided,  That  the  Federal 
Aviation  Agency  may  specify  a  different 
rate  of  climb  for  a  particular  type  of  air¬ 
craft  when  a  greater  advantage  in  noise 
reduction  can  thereby  be  achieved  with  1  R'  oc 
no  derogation  of  safety. 

(c)  Airports  without  control  tower. 

Aircraft  being  operated  to  or  from  an  i-... 
airport  not  served  by  a  control  tower  lltlC&U 
shall  be  operated  in  accordance  with  the 

following  rules:  Chapter  II — Railroad  Retirement 

(1)  Approaching  to  land.  When  ap-  Board 

proaching  for  landing,  fixed-wing  air¬ 
craft  shall  be  flown  so  that  all  turns  are 
made  to  the  left  unless  the  airport  dis¬ 
plays  light  signals  or  standard  visual 
markings  of  a  type  approved  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aviation  Agency  and  which  indicate  When  Application  is  Considered  Fully 
that  all  turns  are  to  be  made  to  the  right.  Exhausted 

When  approaching  for  landing,  heli¬ 
copters  shall  be  flown  in  a  manner  which  Pursuant  to  the  general  authority  con- 
avoids  the  flow  of  fixed-wing  aircraft.  tained  in  section  10  of  the  act  of  June 

(2)  Departures.  Pilots  of  aircraft  op-  24,  1937  (50  Stat.  314,  45  U.S.C.  228j), 

erating  from  an  airport  shall  conform  to  Part  210  of  the  regulations  under  such 
the  traffic  patterns  established  for  that  act  is  amended  by  Board  Order  61-154, 
airport.  dated  September  7,  1961,  by  the  addition 

(3)  Communications.  Aircraft  being  thereto  of  §  210.8,  which  reads  as  fol- 
operated  to  or  from  an  airport  not  served  lows: 

by  a  control  tower,  but  at  which  an  op-  §  2io.8  When  an  application  is  consid- 
erative  Federal  Aviation  Agency  Flight  ered  fully  exhausted. 

Service  Station  is  located  and  so  depicted  . .  * 

on  the  current  appropriate  Sectional  *a)  ,An  application  for  an  annuity 
Aeronautical  Chart  of  the  U.S.  Coast  and  ^hail  be  considered  fully  exhausted  on 
Geodetic  Survey,  shall  be  operated  in  ac-  ^le  date  °f  n°tice  of  the  initial  decision 
cordance  with  the  following:  denying  the  applicant  s  claim  if  the 

(i)  Pilots  of  aircraft  having  radio  notice  of  decision  was  dated  after  Sep. 
.  ....  ,  tember  7.  1961,  and  was  not  appealed  as 

equipment  permitting  two-way  radio  prescribed  in  Part  260  of  this  chapter.  II 

communications  with  the  Flight  Service  a  -timely  appeal  is  taken  from  such  ar 
Station  shall  maintain  such  communica-  initial  decision,  the  annuity  applicatior 
tions  when  within  5  statute  miles  of  the  shall  be  considered  fully  exhausted  or 
uncontrolled  airport  for  purposes  of  re-  the  date  of  notice  of  the  deoision  of  th< 
ceiving  airport  advisory  information:  Appeals  Council  unless  a  timely  appea 


Provided,  That  for  instrument  flight 
rules  operations,  air  traffic  control  may 
require  otherwise. 

(ii)  Pilots  of  aircraft  having  radio 
equipment  permitting  reception  only 
from  the  Flight  Service  Station  shall 
maintain  a  listening  watch  on  the  ap¬ 
propriate  frequency  when  within  5  stat¬ 
ute  miles  of  the  uncontrolled  airport  for 
purposes  of  receiving  airport  advisory 
information. 

2.  By  amending  §  60.60  to  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing  definitions: 

Airport  traffic  area.  An  airport  traffic 
area  is  that  airspace  within  a  circular 
limit  defined  by  a  5  statute  mile  horizon¬ 
tal  radius  from  the  geographical  center 
of  an  airport  at  which  an  operative  air¬ 
port  traffic  control  tower  is  located  and 
extending  upwards  from  the  surface  to, 
but  not  including  2,000  feet  above  the 
surface. 

Large  aircraft.  Aircraft  of  more  than 
12,500  pounds  maximum  certificated 
take-off  weight. 

Person.  Means  an  individual,  firm, 
copartnership,  corporation,  company, 
association,  joint-stock  association,  or 
body  politic;  and  includes  any  trustee, 
receiver,  assignee,  or  other  similar  rep¬ 
resentative  thereof. 

This  amendment  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  December  26,  1961. 

(Section  307  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of 
1958  (72  Stat.  749;  49  U.S.C.  1348) ) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Sep¬ 
tember  22,  1961. 

N.  E.  Halaby, 
Administrator. 

61-9241;  Filed,  Sept.  26.  1961; 
8:48  a.m.] 
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pr  such  pilots  should  maintain  two-way 
radio  communications  or  a  listening  watch 
Wben  feasible. 

(2)  Clearances — (i)  Take-off,  landing 
or  taxi  clearance.  During  the  hours  the 
airport  traffic  control  tower  is  in  opera¬ 
tion  a  clearance  shall  be  obtained  prior 
to  taxiing  on  a  runway,  taking  off,  or 
landing.  Authorization  to  taxi  “to”  a 
runway  is  authorization  to  cross  runways 
that  intersect  the  taxi  route  unless  in¬ 
structions  to  the  contrary  are  received. 
Authorization  to  taxi  “to”  a  runway 
shall  not  constitute  a  clearance  to  taxi 
“on"  that  runway. 

(ii)  Pilots  shall  obtain  a  visual  light 
signal  clearance  prior  to  taxiing  on  a 
runway  and  prior  to  take-off  and  landing 
at  those  airports  where  the  control  tower 
has  authorized  noncompliance  with  the 
requirement  for  two-way  radio  commu¬ 
nications,  or  at  those  airports  at  which 
a  non-United  States  Government  air¬ 
port  traffic  control  tower  is  in  operation 
if,  for  any  reason,  radio  communications 
cannot  be  established. 

(iii)  Air  traffic  control  may  grant  con¬ 
tinuing  permission  to  the  pilot  of  an  air¬ 
craft  to  conduct  landings  and  take-offs 
within  an  airport  traffic  area  of  a  con¬ 
trolled  airport  without  individual  clear¬ 
ance  for  each  such  operation. 

(3)  Airport  traffic  area  altitudes.  Un¬ 
less  prevented  by  terrain,  obstacles  or 
the  VFR  distance-from-cloud  criteria, 
turbine  powered  fixed-wing  aircraft  shall 
be  flown  within  the  airport  traffic  area, 
including  the  traffic  pattern,  at  an  alti¬ 
tude  of  at  least  1,500  feet,  above  the 
surface  of  the  airport,  until  maneuvering 
for  a  safe  landing  requires  further 
descent. 

(4)  Traffic  pattern  direction.  Pilots 
of  fixed-wing  aircraft  shall  circle  the 
airport  to  the  left  unless  the  airport  traf¬ 
fic  control  tower  specifies  a  different  traf¬ 
fic  pattern.  In  approaching  to  land, 
helicopters  shall  be  flown  in  a  manner 
which  avoids  the  flow  of  fixed-wing 
aircraft. 

(5)  Preferential  runway  system,  (i) 
When  a  preferential  runway  system  has 
been  established  by  the  Federal  Aviation 
Agency  for  an  airport,  pilots  of  large 
fixed-wing  aircraft  landing  at  or  taking 
off  from  such  airport  shall  use  a  prefer¬ 
ential  runway  when  it  has  been  assigned 
by  the  airport  traffic  control  tower;  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  pilots  shall  retain  final  au¬ 
thority  and  responsibility  for  the  opera¬ 
tional  safety  of  the  aircraft  and  if  a  pilot 
determination  is  made  to  use  another 
runway  on  the  basis  of  safety,  such  other 
runway  shall  be  authorized  by  air  traffic 
control,  traffic  and  other  conditions  per¬ 
mitting.  When  such  authorization  is 
given,  the  pilot  retains  responsibility  for 
deviation  from  the  provisions  of  the 
preferential  runway  system. 

(ii)  When  a  runway  other  than  the 
originally  assigned  preferential  runway 
is  used,  the  pilot  shall  file,  if  requested 
by  air  traffic  control,  a  written  report  of 
the  reasons  therefor,  including  a  full  de¬ 
scription  of  the  safety  basis  for  his  de¬ 
termination  to  use  such  other  runway. 
This  report  shall  be  forwarded  within  48 
hours  to  the  Chief,  Airport  Traffic  Con¬ 
troller,  Federal  Aviation  Agency,  located 
No.  186 - 2 


PART  210— EXECUTION  AND  FILING 
OF  AN  APPLICATION  FOR  AN 
ANNUITY 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


from  that  decision  is  filed  with  the  Board. 
Where  such  an  appeal  is  filed,  the  an¬ 
nuity  application  shall  be  considered 
fully  exhausted  on  the  date  of  notice  of 
the  decision  of  the  Board. 

(b)  After  an  application  is  considered 
fully  exhausted,  the  individual  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive  an  annuity  only  upon 
the  filing  of  a  new  application  in  the 
manner  and  form  prescribed  in  this 
part. 

(Sec.  10,  50  Stat.  314,  45  U.S.C.  228J) 

Dated:  September  20,  1961. 

By  authority  of  the  Board. 

Mary  B.  L  inkins, 
Secretary  of  the  Board. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9226;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 
8:46  a.m.] 


Title  42— PUBLIC  HEALTH 

Chapter  I — Public  Health  Service,  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and 

Welfare 

SUBCHAPTER  D — GRANTS 

PART  51— GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR 
PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICES 

Heart  Disease  Control  Grants 

Notice  of  proposed  rule  making,  pub¬ 
lic  rule  making  procedures  and  delay  in 
effective  date  have  been  omitted  as  un¬ 
necessary  in  the  issuance  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  amendment  to  this  subpart  which 
relates  solely  to  grants  for  heart  disease 
control. 

Pursuant  to  section  314(j)  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  Act,  as  amended  (58 
Stat.  695;  42  U.S.C.  246(j) ) ,  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  made  after  consultation  with, 
and  with  the  agreement  of,  a  conference 
of  the  State  health  authorities.  The 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  in¬ 
crease  the  maximum  per  capita  allot¬ 
ment  for  heart  disease  control  made  on 
the  basis  of  the  first  100,000  population, 
or  part  thereof  of  each  State,  from  25 
cents  to  50  cents  per  capita. 

Effective  date.  This  amendment  shall 
be  effective  on  the  date  of  publication 
in  the  Federal  Register. 

1.  Subparagraph  (1)  of  paragraph  (e) 
of  §  51.3  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

§  51.3  Basis  of  allotments. 

*  *  <  *  *  * 

(e)  Heart  disease.  Of  the  amount 
available  for  allotment  for  heart  disease 
control  programs: 

(1)  A  portion  on  the  basis  of  a  uni¬ 
form  per  capita  allotment  not  to  exceed 
50  cents  per  capita  for  the  first  100,000 
population  or  part  thereof  of  each  State ; 
(Sec.  215,  58  Stat.  690,  as  amended;  42  U.S.C. 
216.  Interpret  or  apply  sec.  314,  58  Stat. 
693,  as  amended;  42  U5.C.  246) 

Dated:  September  18,  1961. 


[seal]  Luther  L.  Terry, 

Surgeon  General. 
Approved:  September  21, 1961. 

Ivan  A.  Nestingen, 

Acting  Secretary. 


[F.R.  Doc.  61-9239;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 


PART  55— GRANTS  FOR  WATER 
POLLUTION  CONTROL 

Subpart  A — Grants  for  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Programs 

Subpart  B — Grants  for  Construction  of 
Treatment  Works 

Definition  of  “State”;  Requirements 
for  State  Plans 

Notice  of  proposed  rule  making,  public 
rule  making  procedures  and  delay  in 
effective  date  have  been  omitted  as  un¬ 
necessary  in  the  issuance  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  amendments  which  relate  to  grants. 

Under  the  regulations  as  amended,  the 
term  “State”  is  defined  to  include  Guam 
and  as  amended,  the  regulations  will 
require  State  plans  to  include  the  finan¬ 
cial  criteria  and  water  pollution  control 
need  criteria  used  by  the  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  in  determining 
the  relative  priority  of  construction 
projects. 

Effective  date.  These  amendments 
shall  be  effective  on  the  date  of  publica¬ 
tion  in  the  Federal  Register. 

1.  Paragraph  (f)  of  §  55.1  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

§  55.1  Definitions. 

*  *  *  *  * 

(f )  “State”  means  a  State,  the  District 
of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and 
Guam. 

2.  Subparagraph  (3)  of  paragraph 
(a)  of  §  55.4  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

§  55.4  Plans;  content;  mode  of  submit¬ 
tal;  time  of  submittal. 

*  *  *  *  » 

(a)  *  *  * 

(3)  Set  forth  the  policies  and  methods 
to  be  followed  in  carrying  out  the  plan 
and  its  administration,  describe  the 
organization  and  proposals  for  conduct¬ 
ing  and  extending  or  improving  the  State 
or  interstate  water  pollution  control  and 
prevention  program  and  any  proposals 
for  training  personnel  in  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  work.  State  plans  shall  con¬ 
tain  criteria  for  determining  whether 
the  construction  of  proposed  treatment 
works  is  in  conformity  with  the  plan 
and  shall  set  forth  the  financial  criteria 
and  water  pollution  control  need  criteria 
used  by  the  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  in  determining  the  relative 
priority  of  construction  projects  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  6(b)(4)  of  the  Act. 

3.  Paragraph  (f)  of  §  55.21  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

§  55.21  Definitions. 

*  *  *  *  * 

(f )  “State”  means  a  State,  the  District 
of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands  and 
Guam. 

(Sec.  10,  70  Stat.  506,  as  amended,  33  U.S.C. 
4661,  secs.  55.1(f)  and  55.21(f).  Interpret 
or  apply  sec.  8,  75  Stat.  210;  33  U.S.C.  466J; 


sec.  55.4(a)  (3)  interpret  or  apply  8ec  , 
Stat.  206;  33  U.S.C.  466(d) )  '  75 

Dated:  September  21,  1961. 

[seal]  Ivan  A.  Nestingen, 

Acting  Secretary, 

[Fit.  Doc.  61-9240;  Filed,  Sept.  26  lMi 
8:48  a.m.]  4  ’  “ 


Title  24— HOUSING  AND 
HOUSING  CREDIT 

Chapter  II — Federal  Housing  Adminis- 
tration,  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency 

SUBCHAPTER  A— GENERAL 


PART  200 — INTRODUCTION 

Subpart  D — Delegations  of  Basic 
Authority  and  Functions 

Acting  Commissioner  ;  Members  op 
Executive  Board 

Section  200.51  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 


§  200.51  Acting  Commissioner. 


The  Deputy  Commissioner,  the  Assist¬ 
ant  Commissioner  (Executive  Officer), 
the  General  Counsel,  the  Assistant  Com¬ 
missioner  for  Field  Operations,  the  As¬ 
sistant  Commissioner  for  Multifamily 
Housing  Operations,  the  Assistant  Com¬ 
missioner-Comptroller,  and  the  Assist¬ 
ant  Commissioner  for  Administration, 
in  the  order  named,  are  designated  by 
the  Commissioner  to  act  in  his  place  and 
stead  in  the  event  of  his  absence  or  in¬ 
ability  to  act,  having  the  title  of  “Acting 
Commissioner”  with  all  the  powers, 
duties,  and  rights  conferred  on  the  Com¬ 
missioner  by  the  National  Housing  Act, 
as  amended  by  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
3  of  1947,  by  any  other  act  of  Congress  or 
by  any  Executive  order. 


In  §  200.85  paragraph  (a)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 


§  200.85  Executive  Board. 

(a)  Members.  The  committed  called 
the  Executive  Board  is  comprised  of 
the  following  members:  Commissioner, 
Chairman;  Deputy  Commissioner,  Vice 
Chairman;  Assistant  Commissioner  (Ex¬ 
ecutive  Officer) ;  General  Counsel;  As¬ 
sistant  Commissioner  for  Field  Opera¬ 
tions;  Assistant  Commissioner  for  Multi¬ 
family  Housing  Operations;  Assistant 
Commissioner  for  Technical  Standards; 
Assistant  Commissioner  for  Programs; 
Assistant  Commissioner  for  Audit  and 
Examination;  Assistant  Commissioner 
for  Administration;  Assistant  Commis¬ 
sioner-Comptroller;  and  Assistant  Com¬ 
missioner  for  Property  Disposition. 


(Sec.  2,  48  Stat.  1246,  as  amended;  sec.  211, 
52  Stat.  23,  as  amended;  sec.  607,  55  Stat.  61, 
as  amended;  sec.  712,  62  Stat.  1281,  a* 
amended;  sec.  907,  65  Stat.  301,  as  amended; 
sec.  807,  69  Stat.  651,  as  amended;  12  TJJS.C. 
1703,  1715b,  1742,  1747k,  1748f,  1750f) 


Issued  at  Washington,  D.C.,  September 
22,1961. 


Neal  J.  Hardy, 

Federal  Housing  Commissioner* 


[FB.  Doc.  61-9254;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 
8:50  a.m.] 


Proposed  Rule  Making 


department  of  agriculture 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
[  7  CFR  Part  955  1 

HANDLING  OF  GRAPEFRUIT  GROWN 
IN  ARIZONA;  IMPERIAL  COUNTY, 
CALIF.;  AND  THAT  PART  OF  RIVER¬ 
SIDE  COUNTY,  CALIF.,  SITUATED 
SOUTH  AND  EAST  OF  WHITE 
WATER,  CALIF. 

Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making  With 
Respect  to  Approval  of  Expenses 
and  Fixing  of  Rate  of  Assessment 
for  1961-62  Fiscal  Period  and 
Carryover  of  Unexpended  Funds 

Consideration  is  being  given  to  the 
following  proposals  submitted  by  the 
Administrative  Committee,  established 
under  Marketing  Agreement  No.  96,  as 
amended,  and  Order  No.  55,  as  amended 
(7  CFR  Part  955) ,  regulating  the  han¬ 
dling  of  grapefruit  grown  in  the  State 
of  Arizona;  in  Imperial  County,  Cali¬ 
fornia;  and  in  that  part  of  Riverside 
County,  California,  situated  south  and 
east  of  White  Water,  California,  effec- 
'  five  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended  (7 
UJ3.C.  601-674) ,  as  the  agency  to  admin¬ 
ister  the  terms  and  provisions  thereof; 

(1)  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
find  that  expenses  not  to  exceed  $32,200 
will  be  necessarily  incurred  during  the 
fiscal  period  August  1,  1961,  to  July  31, 
1962,  for  the  maintenance  and  function¬ 
ing  of  the  committee  established  under 
the  aforesaid  amended  marketing  agree¬ 
ment  and  order. 

(2)  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
fix,  as  the  share  of  such  expenses  which 
each  handler  who  first  handles  grape¬ 
fruit  shall  pay  during  the  aforesaid  fiscal 
period  in  accordance  with  the  aforesaid 
amended  marketing  agreement  and 
order,  the  rate  of  assessment  at  one  cent 
($0.01)  per  carton  of  grapefruit  handled 
by  such  handler  as  the  first  handler 
thereof  during  such  fiscal  period. 

(3)  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
find  that  unexpended  assessment  funds, 
in  excess  of  expenses  incurred  during  the 
fiscal  period  ending  July  31,  1962,  shall 
be  carried  over  as  a  reserve  in  accordance 
with  the  applicable  provisions  of  §  955.42 
of  said  amended  marketing  agreement 
and  order. 

All  persons  who  desire  to  submit  writ¬ 
ten  data,  views,  or  arguments  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  aforesaid  proposals  should 
file  same  with  the  Director,  Fruit  and 
Vegetable  Division,  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Service,  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Room  2077,  South  Building, 
Washington  25,  D.C.,  not  later  than  the 
10th  day  after  the  publication  of  this 
notice  in  the  Federal  Register.  All  doc¬ 
uments  should  be  filed  in  quadruplicate. 

Terms  used  in  the  amended  marketing 
agreement  and  order  shall,  when  used 


herein,  have  the  same  meaning  as  is 
given  to  the  respective  term  in  said 
amended  marketing  agreement  and 
order. 

(Secs.  1-19,  48  Stat.  31,  as  amended;  7  U.S.C. 
601-674) 

Dated:  September  21,  1961. 

Paul  A.  Nicholson, 
Deputy  Director,  Fruit  and  Veg¬ 
etable  Division,  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service. 

IF.R.  Doc.  61-9235;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:47  a.m.j 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service 

[  7  CFR  Parts  906,  986  1 

(Docket  Nos.  AO-210-A13-RO1,  AO-298- 
Al-ROl] 

MILK  IN  OKLAHOMA  METROPOLITAN 
AND  RED  RIVER  VALLEY  MARKET¬ 
ING  AREAS 

Notice  of  Recommended  Decision  and 
Opportunity  to  File  Written  Excep¬ 
tions  on  Proposed  Amendments  to 
Tentative  Marketing  Agreements 
and  to  Orders 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of 
1937,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  601  et  seq.), 
and  the  applicable  rules  of  practice  and 
procedure  governing  the  formulation  of 
marketing  agreements  and  marketing  or¬ 
ders  (7  CFR  Part  900),  notice  is  hereby 
given  of  the  filing  with  the  Hearing  Clerk 
of  this  recommended  decision  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  with 
respect  to  proposed  amendments  to  the 
tentative  marketing  agreements  and  or¬ 
ders  regulating  the  handling  of  milk  in 
the  Oklahoma  Metropolitan  and  Red 
River  Valley  marketing  areas.  Inter¬ 
ested  parties  may  file  written  exceptions 
to  this  decision  with  the  Hearing  Clerk, 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington  25,  D.C.,  not  later  than  the 
close  of  business  the  15th  day  after  pub¬ 
lication  of  this  decision  in  the  Federal 
Register.  The  exceptions  should  be  filed 
in  quadruplicate. 

Preliminary  statement.  The  hearing 
on  the  record  of  which  the  proposed 
amendments,  as  hereinafter  set  forth, 
to  the  tentative  marketing  agreements 
and  to  the  orders,  were  formulated,  was 
conducted  at  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma, 
on  May  23-25,  1961,  pursuant  to  notice 
thereof  which  was  issued  May  9,  1961 
(26  F.R.  4110)  and  at  Tulsa,  Oklahoma, 
on  August  8,  1961,  pursuant  to  a  notice 
of  reopening  of  hearing  which  was  is¬ 
sued  July  25,  1961  (26  F.R.  6816). 

Findings  and  conclusions.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  findings  and  conclusions  on  the 
material  issues  are  based  on  evidence 
presented  at  the  hearing  and  the  record 
thereof.  Several  of  the  material  issues 


(Nos.  1  through  4)  relate  to  both  Okla¬ 
homa  Metropolitan  and  Red  River  Val¬ 
ley;  several  (Nos.  5  through  9)  relate 
only  to  Oklahoma  Metropolitan;  and 
several  (Nos.  10  through  13)  relate  only 
to  Red  River  Valley.  No  testimony  was 
offered  in  support  of  certain  proposed 
amendments  as  contained  in  the  notice 
of  hearing  and,  accordingly,  they  will 
not  receive  further  consideration. 

The  material  issues  on  the  record  are; 

1.  The  pricing  of  Class  I  milk; 

2.  The  pricing  of  Class  II  milk; 

3.  Skim  equivalent  method  of  ac¬ 
counting  ; 

4.  Basic  butterfat  content; 

5.  Classification  of  skim  milk  and 
butterfat  used  for  animal  feed,  and  skim 
milk  dumped; 

6.  Shrinkage; 

7.  Allocation  of  packaged  sour  cream ; 

8.  Base-excess  plan ; 

9.  Definition  of  producer,  producer- 
handler  and  distributing  plant; 

10.  Deletion  of  Hardeman  and  Wil¬ 
barger  Counties,  Texas,  from  the  Red 
River  Valley  marketing  area; 

11.  Individual  handler  pooling; 

12.  Diversion  of  producer  milk; 

13.  Determination  of  plants  subject  to 
other  orders;  and 

14.  Miscellaneous. 

1.  Pricing  of  Class  I  milk.  The  me¬ 
chanics  of  the  Class  I  pricing  formula 
in  the  Oklahoma  Metropolitan  order 
should  be  revised  but  the  changes  should 
not  affect  the  level  of  the  Class  I  price 
relative  to  the  basic  formula  manufac¬ 
turing  milk  price.  The  changes  would 
also  affect  the  Red  River  Class  I  price 
formula  since  the  price  under  that  order 
is  established  at  15  cents  over  the  Okla¬ 
homa  Metropolitan  order  price.  The 
supply-demand  adjustment  to  the  Class 
I  price  in  the  Oklahoma  Metropolitan 
order  should  be  amended  by  substituting 
a  new  table  of  standard  utilization  per¬ 
centages  and  reducing  the  rate  of  ad¬ 
justment  for  each  percentage  above  or 
below  the  applicable  standard  utiliza¬ 
tion  from  one  cent  to  one-half  cent. 
The  basic  butterfat  content  at  which 
Class  I  prices  are  announced  should  be 
changed  from  4  to  3.5  percent.  (This 
change  is  discussed  under  issue  No.  4 
of  this  decision.)  In  order  to  preserve 
the  present  price  level  with  these  rec¬ 
ommended  changes  the  Class  I  differen¬ 
tial  should  be  reduced  seven  cents.  The 
changes  proposed  in  the  supply-demand 
adjuster  would  have  increased  the 
Class  I  price  14  cents  in  the  January 
1959-September  1961  period.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  proposed  change  in  the 
basic  butterfat  content  would  have  re¬ 
duced  the  Class  I  price  seven  cents  in 
the  same  period. 

The  Minnesota-Wisconsin  manufac¬ 
turing  grade  milk  price  series  should  not 
be  included  and  the  average  pay  price 
at  local  manufacturing  plants  should 
be  deleted  from  the  basic  formula. 
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The  Central  Oklahoma  Milk  Producers 
Association  and  the  Pure  Milk  Producers 
Association  of  Eastern  Oklahoma  peti¬ 
tioned  for  the  reopening  of  the  hearing 
held  in  Oklahoma  City  during  May  1961 
to  consider  amending  the  supply-demand 
and  basic  formula  provisions  of  the 
Oklahoma  Metropolitan  Order.  At  the 
reopened  hearing  held  in  Tulsa,  Okla¬ 
homa,  on  August  8,  1961,  the  cooperative 
associations  modified  the  proposals  sub¬ 
mitted  by  them  and  which  were  con¬ 
tained  in  the  notice  of  hearing.  Pur¬ 
suant  to  the  modified  supply -demand 
proposal  the  table  of  the  standard  utili¬ 
zation  percentages  of  the  supply-demand 
provisions  would  be  revised  and  the  rate 
of  adjustment  by  which  the  Class  I  price 
is  either  increased  or  decreased  would  be 
changed  from  one  cent  to  one-half  cent. 
The  cooperatives  also  proposed  that  the 
Class  I  differential  be  decreased  ten 
cents  each  month.  The  effect  of  their 
proposed  revision  of  the  supply-demand 
adjustment  and  the  decreased  Class  I 
differential  would  have  been  to  increase 
the  Class  I  price  an  average  of  four  cents 
per  hundredweight,  during  the  thirty- 
three  month  period,  beginning  with 
January  1959  and  ending  with  September 
1961.  No  opposition  to  the  modified 
supply-demand  proposal  was  offered  at 
the  hearing. 

The  present  supply-demand  provisions 
were  incorporated  into  the  order  on  May 
1,  1960  and  no  .supply-demand  price 
adjustments  occurred  the  first  two 
months  they  were  effective.  Since  then, 
however,  the  supply-demand  provisions 
have  caused  a  minus  adjustment  to  the 
Class  I  price  in  each  month  reflecting  an 
increase  in  producer  receipts  in  relation 
to  Class  I  sales.  Producers  recognize 
that  the  Class  I  price  must  be  reduced  in 
response  to  increasing  supply  as  wit¬ 
nessed  by  their  proposal  that  the  Class  I 
differential  be  decreased.  However,  they 
contend  that  the  present  type  of  adjust¬ 
ment  causes  contraseasonal,  erratic  and 
relatively  large  month-to-month 
changes  in  the  Class  I  price. 

The  present  supply-demand  provisions 
have,  in  fact,  produced  some  erratic 
contraseasonal  pricing.  During  the 
months  of  May  and  June  1960  there  were 
no  supply-demand  adjustments  to  the 
Class  I  price.  During  the  subsequent 
months  of  October,  November,  and  De¬ 
cember,  1960  the  supply-demand  adjust¬ 
ment  reduced  the  Class  I  price  37,  36, 
and  30  cents  respectively.  The  supply- 
demand  adjustment  has  reduced  the 
Class  I  price  less  this  year  in  the  spring 
months  than  it  did  in  the  preceding 
relatively  short  production  months.  This 
indicates  that  the  normal  utilization 
percentages  which  are  used  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  Class  I  prices  in  the  spring 
months  should  be  lowered  and  percent¬ 
ages  used  in  the  fall  and  winter  months 
should  be  increased. 

The  supply-demand  provisions  have 
also  tended  to  cause  relatively  large 
month-to-month  changes  in  the  Class  I 
price.  During  the  5-month  period  of 
June  to  October  1960,  the  supply-demand 
adjustment  went  from  0  to  —37;  and 
during  the  4-month  period  of  April  to 
July  1961,  it  went  from  —21  to  —50. 

Pending  the  analysis  of  evidence  intro¬ 
duced  at  the  hearing  on  which  this  de¬ 


cision  is  based,  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  on  July  27, 1961,  issued  a  suspension 
order  which  had  the  effect  of  limiting 
the  minus  supply-demand  adjustment  to 
32  and  38  cents,  respectively,  for  the 
months  of  August  and  September  1961. 
Without  the  suspension  action  the  Class 
I  price  would  have  been  reduced  50  cents 
in  both  months,  the  maximum  provided 
In  the  order. 

The  supply-demand  adjuster  proposed 
by  producers  would  tend  to  cause  less 
contraseasonality  and  sensitivity  than 
the  present  one.  However,  their  pro¬ 
posed  adjuster  with  the  10-cent  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  Class  I  differential  would  have 
resulted  in  an  average  monthly  Class  I 
price  increase  of  4  cents  during  the  33- 
month  period  of  January  1959  through 
September  1961;  and  an  average  increase 
of  7  cents  for  the  first  nine  months  of 
1961.  In  view  of  the  magnitude  of  the 
increase  of  producer  receipts  in  relation 
to  Class  I  sales  during  this  period,  such 
an  increase  in  price  would  be  un¬ 
warranted. 

A  new  supply-demand  adjuster  which 
incorporates  the  half -cent  rate  proposed 
by  producers  and  a  new.  table  of  stand¬ 
ard  utilization  percentages  would  tend  to 
eliminate  the  contraseasonal  pricing  and 
relatively  large  month-to-month  changes 
in  price.  A  reduction  of  14  cents  in  the 
Class  I  differential  and  the  change  in 
basic  test  with  the  resulting  price 
formula  would  have  resulted  in  a  level 
of  Class  I  price  almost  identical  to  that 
which  has  been  in  effect  in  the  order. 

The  table  of  standard  utilization  per¬ 
centages  now  contained  in  the  order,  that 
proposed  by  producers  and  that  con¬ 
tained  herein  are,  as  follows: 


Months  used  in 
computation 

Standard  utilization 
percentages 

Current 

Recommended 

O  ctober-N  ovember . 

114-122 

128-136 

November-December _ 

117-125 

117-125 

December-January . . 

115-123 

110-118 

January-February . 

114-122 

110-118 

February-March . 

118-126 

119-127 

March-April . . 

126-134 

130-138 

April-May . 

May-June.. . 

137-145 

142-1.50 

139-147 

160-168 

June-July . . 

132-140 

152-160 

July- August . 

126-134 

149-157 

August-Sept  eml  >er . . 

120-128 

140-148 

September-October . 

115-123 

132-140 

Average . . 

122. 8-130.  8 

132-140 

The  Minnesota-Wisconsin  manufac¬ 
turing  grade  milk  price  series  should  not 
be  included  as  an  alternative  used  to 
determine  the  basic  formula  price. 

The  use  of  the  Minnesota-Wisconsin 
series  in  the  basic  formula  was  proposed 
by  the  Central  Oklahoma  and  Pure  Milk 
Producers  Associations.  Handlers  were 
opposed  to  its  use. 

The  basic  formula  for  the  month  is 
the  highest  of  prices  paid  at  selected 
Midwest  condenseries,  the  value  of  milk 
used  in  the  manufacture  of  butter  and 
nonfat  dry  milk,  or  prices  paid  at  nearby 
manufacturing  plants.  The  pay  price 
at  Midwest  condenseries  has'  been  the 
basic  formula  in  31  of  the  32  months 
ending  with  August  1961. 

The  Midwest  condensery  series  has 
also  been  the  basic  formula  of  most 
nearby  Federal  orders.  Therefore,  in¬ 


clusion  of  this  new  basic  formula  should 
be  deferred  until  consideration  can  b» 
given  to  making  it  effective  simultanT 
ously  in  all  nearby  orders  at  the  saaj 
time. 

As  concluded  in  the  discussion  of  the 
Class  II  price  level,  the  prices  paid  at 
the  plants  included  in  the  list  of  local 
plants  no  longer  reflect  the  value  of  milk 
used  for  manufacturing  purposes 
Therefore,  it  would  be  inconsistent  to 
retain  in  the  formula  the  prices  paid  at 
these  plants  as  an  alternative  in  commit 
ing  the  basic  formula. 

2.  The  pricing  of  Class  II  milk.  The 
Oklahoma  Metropolitan  and  Red  River 
Valley  orders  should  be  amended  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  price  per  hundredweight  of 
Class  H  milk  containing  3.5  percent  but- 
terfat  would  be  the  same  as  the  price  for 
milk  used  in  the  manufacture  of  Ameri- 
can  cheese,  evaporated  milk,  and  butter 
and  by-products,  f.o.b.  plants,  United 
States,  adjusted  to  3.5  percent  butterfat 
by  the  Class  II  butterfat  differential' 
except  that  during  the  months  of  Febru^ 
ary  through  July  the  price  for  Class  n 
milk  used  in  the  manufacture  of  Ameri- 
can  cheese,  butter  and  nonfat  dry  milk 
would  be  10  cents  less. 

The  Class  II  price  under  the  Oklahoma 
Metropolitan  order  is  the  average  of 
basic  prices  reported  to  have  been  paid 
at  local  manufacturing  plants.  The  Red 
River  Valley  Class  n  price  during  the 
months  of  February  through  July  is  also 
the  average  pay  price  of  the  local  plants, 
and  during  the  months  .of  August 
through  January  it  is  computed  on  a 
butter-powder  formula. 

A  cooperative  association  (Central 
Oklahoma  Milk  Producers  Association) 
which  represents  producers  delivering  to 
regulated  plants  located  in  Oklahoma 
City  as  well  as  plants  regulated  by  the 
Red  River  Valley  order  proposed  that 
the  Class  II  price  for  both  orders  be  the 
same  as  the  average  price  of  milk  for 
manufacturing  purposes  paid  f.o.b. 
plants.  United  States,  minus  10  mits 
during  the  months  of  February  through 
July.  A  cooperative  association  repre¬ 
senting  producers  who  deliver  to  plants 
located  in  the  Tulsa  part  of  the  market¬ 
ing  area  (Pure  Milk  Producers  of  Eastern 
Oklahoma)  proposed  that  milk  used  for 
cottage  cheese  and  ice  cream  mix  should 
be  priced  at  the  butter  and  nonfat  dry 
milk  component  of  the  basic  formula 
plus  15  cents,  and  milk  used  for  all  other 
Class  n  products  be  priced  at  the  average 
pay  price  at  local  manufacturing  plants 
plus  5  cents.  Proprietary  handlers  pro¬ 
posed  a  price  for  all  milk  used  for  Class 
II  purposes  based  upon  the  value  of  but¬ 
ter  and  nonfat  dry  milk.  Each  of  the 
proposals  would  result  in  some  increase 
in  the  Class  II  price  levels. 

Under  the  Class  II  pricing  provisions 
of  the  orders,  the  average  price  during 
1960  for  each  hundredweight  of  Class  n 
milk  containing  3.5  percent  butterfat 
was  $2.86  in  the  Oklahoma  Metropolitan 
area  and  $2.92  in  Red  River  Valley.  Pur¬ 
suant  to  the  proposal  of  the  Central 
Oklahoma  Milk  Producers  Association, 
the  average  Class  II  price  under  both 
orders  during  1960  would  have  been  $3.01. 
The  proposal  of  Pure  Milk  Producers 
Association  of  Eastern  Oklahoma  would 
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have  resulted  in  an  average  price  of 
£3 11  for  milk  used  for  cottage 
hpese  and  ice  cream,  and  $2.91  for 

ilk  used  to  produce  all  other 
Manufactured  products.  The  average 
riass  H  Price  under  the  handler’s 
nrooosal  would  have  been  approxi¬ 
mately  $3 00  Per  hundredweight.  The 
i960  average  Class  II  price  recommended 
herein  would  have  been  $3.06  for  prod¬ 
ucts  other  than  American  cheese,  butter 
and  nonfat  dry  milk  powder.  During 
tSfe  February-July  period  of  1960,  the 
average  price  for  each  hundredweight  of 
milk  used  for  American  cheese,  butter 
and  nonfat  dry  milk  would  have  been 
$2  89  or  6  cents  higher  than  the  average 
Class  II  prices  under  the  orders;  and 
during  the  February-^July  1961  period 
it  would  have  been  $3.02  or  12  cents 
higher. 

Handlers  operating  distributing  plants 
regulated  by  the  Oklahoma  Metropoli¬ 
tan  and  Red  River  Valley-  orders  nor¬ 
mally  arrange  for  a  supply  of  milk 
which  includes  some  reserve  over  their 
actual  volume  of  Class  I  sales.  When 
this  reserve  is  not  used  for  Class  I  pur¬ 
poses  it  is  used  for  manufacturing  pur¬ 
poses  and,  accordingly,  is  classified  as 
Class  n.  The  price  for  this  reserve  milk 
should  be  established  at  a  level  low 
enough  to  allow  for  its  orderly  disposi¬ 
tion  in  manufacturing,  but  should  not 
be  so  low  as  to  encourage  handlers  to 
develop  excessive  supplies  for  manufac¬ 
turing  purposes.  While  other  factors 
may  have  contributed  to  an  excessive 
supply  of  Class  II  milk,  the  Class  II  price 
level  which  has  existed  in  the  two  mar¬ 
kets  has  been  such  that  handlers  have 
been  encouraged  to  develop  a  supply  of 
producer  milk  much  in  excess  of  a  rea¬ 
sonable  reserve  for  Class  I  use.  This 
excess  has  been  utilized  for  manufac¬ 
ture  by  pool  plants  and  by  plants  which 
function  only  as  manufacturing  plants. 

During  the  years  1958,  1959,  and  1960, 
108  million,  132  million  and  146  million 
pounds,  respectively,  of  producer  milk 
were  utilized  in  Class  II  in  the  Oklahoma 
Metropolitan  market.  This  represents 
an  increase  of  35  percent  from  1958  to 
1960.  The  increase  in  producer  milk 
used  for  Class  II  in  most  recent  months 
has  been  even  more  pronounced.  During 
the  first  four  months  of  1961,  almost  57 
million  pounds  of  such  milk  were  used 
as  Class  II.  This  represents  a  67  per¬ 
cent  increase  over  the  amount  used  for 
Class  n  during  the  first  four  months  of 
1960. 

A  similar  situation  has  prevailed  in  the 
Red  River  Valley  market,  at  least  in  the 
Oklahoma  portion  thereof.  During  1959, 
22  million  pounds  of  producer  milk  were 
used  in  Class  II  whereas  during  1960,  36 
million  pounds  or  64  percent  more  were 
so  used.  Class  II  utilization  during  the 
months  of  January  through  April  1961 
increased  58  percent  over  that  during  the 
same  months  of  the  previous  year. 

Producer  milk  at  pool  plants  which  is 
in  excess  of  fluid  milk  demand  is  used 
primarily  in  the  manufacture  of  cottage 
cheese  and  ice  cream.  However,  some 
Pool  plant  operators  also  have  facilities 
for  the  manufacture  of  mellorine,  con¬ 
densed  skim  milk,  butter  and  nonfat  dry 
milk.  When  producer  milk  is  in  excess 


of  that  which  can  be  processed  with  the 
manufacturing  facilities  at  pool  plants, 
it  is  moved  to  nonpool  plants  which 
maintain  manufacturing  facilities. 

The  nonpool  manufacturing  plants 
which  usually  receive  milk  from  pool 
plants  are:  Kraft  Foods  Company, 
Sulphur,  Oklahoma;  Armour  Creamery, 
Chickasha,  Oklahoma;  Muskogee  Dairy 
Products  Company,  Muskogee,  Okla¬ 
homa;  and  American  Foods  Company, 
Miami,  Oklahoma.  Only  cheese  is  manu¬ 
factured  at  the  Kraft,  Armour  and 
American  Foods  plants;  cheese,  butter 
and  nonfat  dry  milk  are  manufactured 
at  the  Muskogee  Dairy  plant. 

As  mentioned  previously,  three  sep¬ 
arate  proposals  were  made  to  amend  the 
Class  II  pricing  provisions.  While  each 
of  the  three  was  different,  each  would  in¬ 
crease  the  level  of  the  Class  n  price,  and 
no  testimony  was  offered  by  any  inter¬ 
ested  party  opposing  a  Class  II  price 
increase. 

During  1960,  the  Central  Oklahoma 
Association  received  an  average  price  of 
$3.45  for  each  hundredweight  of  milk 
testing  4  percent  butterfat  transferred 
to  the  Armour  plant,  and  $3.54  per  hun¬ 
dredweight  for  milk  transferred  during 
the  first  four  months  of  1961.  The  prices 
paid  to  this  cooperative  for  4  percent 
milk  by  the  Kraft  plant  during  the  same 
periods  were  $3.49  and  $3.62,  respectively. 
Including  dividends,  the  Central  Okla¬ 
homa  Association  received  $3.65  for  milk 
moved  during  1960  to  the  plant  of  an¬ 
other  cooperative,  and,  including  antici¬ 
pated  dividends,  expects  to  receive  about 
$3.68  for  milk  transfered  during  January 
through  April  1961.  The  average  Class 
n  prices  under  the  Oklahoma  Metropoli¬ 
tan  order  during  these  same  periods  were 
$3.20  and  $3.24,'  respectively;  and  under 
the  Red  River  order  they  were  $3.26  and 
$3.27,  respectively. 

The  other  proponent  cooperative.  Pure 
Milk  Producers  Association,  has  received 
the  Oklahoma  Metropolitan  Class  II 
price  plus  amounts  ranging  from  20  to  34 
cents  for  milk  moved  by  it  to  the  Musko¬ 
gee  Dairy  Products  plant  which  receives 
the  bulk  of  the  surplus  Grade  A  milk 
marketed  by  the  cooperative.  Both  co¬ 
operatives  incur  some  extra  cost  for 
hauling  milk  in  some  cases,  but  milk  can 
usually  be  diverted  directly  from  the 
farms  with  no  additional  hauling  cost. 

Producer  milk  used  for  manufacturing 
purposes  is  priced  higher  under  the  terms 
of  other  nearby  Federal  orders  than 
under  the  Oklahoma  Metropolitan  order. 
During  1960,  the  average  of  surplus  class 
prices  for  milk  containing  3.5  percent 
butterfat  under  the  Wichita  and  South¬ 
west  Kansas  orders  was  $3.06,  $3.14  under 
Neosho  Valley,  $2.93  under  North  Texas 
and  $2.94  in  Central  West  'Texas  com¬ 
pared  with  $2.86  in  Oklahoma  Metro¬ 
politan  area  and  $2.92  in  Red  River 
Valley. 

The  average  price  paid  in  1960  by 
Oklahoma  milk  plants  for  manufactur¬ 
ing  grade  milk  used  in  making  American 
cheese,  evaporated  milk  and  butter  and 
by-products  was  $3.35  for  milk  contain¬ 
ing  4.07  percent  butterfat.  Adjusted  to 
3.5  percent  using  the  Class  n  butterfat 
differential  the  price  was  $2.96.  This 
price  represents  the  average  of  all  Grade 
C  milk  and  includes  some  milk  for  which 


cooler  and  volume  premiums  were  paid. 
Payroll  stubs  issued  by  one  of  the  manu¬ 
facturing  plants  in  the  area  attest  that 
ungraded  milk  producers  were  -.paid 
prices  ranging  from  $3.45  to  $3.65  for  4 
percent  cooled  milk  delivered  during  the 
period  December  16,  I960,  through  April 
15,  1961. 

The  price  for  Class  n  milk  generally 
should  reflect  to  some  extent  the  pre¬ 
miums  being  paid  for  ungraded  milk 
Reserve  milk  is  used  regularly  each 
month  in  Class  n  products  such  as  cot¬ 
tage  cheese  and  ice  cream.  The  alter¬ 
native  supply  of  milk  for  such  uses  is 
ungraded  milk,  but  to  obtain  a  regular, 
dependable  supply  of  ungraded  milk, 
plants  in  the  area  pay  premiums  over 
posted  prices.  The  pool  milk  for  such 
regular  use  should  command  such  pre¬ 
miums  also.  Pool  milk  moved  to  nonpool 
plants  for  manufacturing  also  has  been 
sold  at  prices  higher  than  the  order 
price  in  most  instances  during  he  months 
of  August  through  January.  The  facil¬ 
ities  for  manufacturing  reserve  milk  in 
nonpool  plants  are  not  taxed  as  they  are 
during  the  months  of  February  through 
July.  Witnesses  testified  they  were  able 
to  obtain  higher  prices  during-  the 
August-January  period. 

The  series  of  average  prices  paid  for 
all  manufacturing  milk  in  Oklahoma 
provides  a  measure  of  the  general  value 
of  manufacturing  grade  milk  in  the 
state.  Except  for  milk  used  in  butter, 
cheese  and  nonfat  dry  milk  during  the 
months  of  February  through  July  (dis¬ 
cussed  later) ,  the  price  for  Grade  A  milk 
disposed  of  for  or  used  in  manufacturing 
(Class  II)  should  be  established  at  a 
slightly  higher  level  of  price  to  reflect  its 
premium  quality. 

The  appropriate  Class  n  price  can  be 
established  through  a  formula  using  the 
United  States  average  price  paid  for 
manufacturing  grade  milk.  This  price 
is  available  for  pricing  milk  received  dur¬ 
ing  the  immediately  preceding  month 
whereas  the  average  price  received  for 
manufacturing  grade  milk  for  the  same 
month  in  Oklahoma  is  announced  one 
month  later.  The  United  States  price 
averages  10  cents  higher  than  the  price 
paid  at  Oklahoma  milk  manufacturing 
plants.  To  the  extent  that  the  United 
States  average  price  exceeds  the  Okla¬ 
homa  average  price  it  will  reflect  some 
premium  value  for  cooled  milk  in  this 
market. 

To  accommodate  the  disposition  of  ex¬ 
cess  milk  which  cannot  be  absorbed  in 
the  usual  outlets  during  the  months  of 
seasonally  high  milk  production  the 
price  for  milk  used  in  butter,  cheese  and 
nonfat  dry  milk  should  be  10  cents  less 
than  the  United  States  average  price 
during  February-July. 

Though  all  milk  diverted  from  these 
Grade  A  markets  to  manufacturing 
plants  is  eligible  for  the  premium  pay¬ 
ments,  these  premiums  are  not  always 
obtained.  The  capacity  of  manufactur¬ 
ing  plants  located  in  the  area  is  limited 
and  during  flush  production  months  the 
pressure  of  relatively  heavy  supplies 
forces  a  downward  movement  of  prices. 
One  manufacturing  plant  used  as  a  sur¬ 
plus  outlet  reduced  its  offering  price  to 
a  proponent  cooperative  for  surplus 
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Grade  A  milk  by  10  cents  for  milk  re¬ 
ceived  during  the  month  of  May.  An¬ 
other  proponent  cooperative  testified  to 
the  effect  that,  because  of  limited  manu¬ 
facturing  facilities,  there  is  considerable 
pressure  on  prices  obtainable  from  man¬ 
ufacturing  plants  in  the  area.  Ameri¬ 
can  type  cheese,  butter  and  nonfat  dry 
milk  are  the  manufactured  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  produced  at  the  manufacturing 
plants  in  the  area  which  usually  receive 
surplus  Grade  A  milk.  To  facilitate  the 
marketing  of  producer  milk,  the  price  of 
Class  n  milk  used  in  the  manufacture  of 
these  products  during  the  flush  produc¬ 
tion  months  of  February  through  July 
should  be  established  at  a  slightly  lower 
level  than  in  other  months.  This  will 
assure  the  orderly  movement  of  such 
excess  milk  off  the  market. 

3.  Classification  of  fluid  milk  products 
fortified  with  nonfat  milk  solids.  “Di¬ 
etary  foods”  and  other  fluid  milk  prod¬ 
ucts  fortified  with  nonfat  milk  solids 
should  be  classified  as  Class  I  up  to  the 
weight  of  an  unmodified  product  of  the 
same  nature  and  butterfat  content.  The 
skim  milk  equivalent  of  the  added  solids 
in  excess  of  such  weight  should  be  clas¬ 
sified*  as  Class  n. 

The  Oklahoma  Metropolitan  and  Red 
River  Valley  orders  provide  that  the  skim 
milk  equivalent  of  nonfat  milk  solids 
used  in  the  fortification  of  fluid  milk 
products  be  classified  as  Class  I.  Han¬ 
dlers  proposed  that  the  equivalent  be 
classified  as  Class  H.  Producer  associa¬ 
tions  opposed  the  proposed  change  in 
classification  on  the  basis,  generally,  that 
nonfat  solids  would  replace  producer 
milk  if  skim  milk  equivalent  were  not 
accounted  for  as  Class  I. 

Fortified  fluid  milk  products  custom¬ 
arily  result  from  the  addition  of  concen¬ 
trated  nonfat  milk  solids  to  milk  or  skim 
milk  in  fluid  form  to  yield  a  finished 
product  of  a  higher  nonfat  solids  content 
than  that  of  an  equivalent  amount  of 
whole  (producer)  milk.  Reconstituted 
products,  on  the  other  hand,  involve  the 
process  of  “floating”  concentrated  milk 
solids  in  water  to  yield  a  weight  of  prod¬ 
uct  approximately  equal  to  the  weight  of 
milk  from  which  the  concentrated  milk 
product  was  first  made  by  the  removal 
of  water. 

Nonfat  dry  milk  and  condensed  milk 
are  ordinarily  derived  from  unpriced 
milk  or  milk  which  has  been  priced  as 
surplus  under  a  Federal  order.  These 
products  are  not  necessarily  processed 
from  producer  milk  and  may  be  made 
from  ungraded  milk.  An  economic  in¬ 
centive  exists  for  handlers  to  substitute, 
where  possible,  reconstituted  fluid  milk 
products  for  fluid  milk  products  proc¬ 
essed  from  current  receipts  of  producer 
milk.  Since  such  substitution  would  dis¬ 
place  an  equivalent  amount  of  producer 
milk  in  Class  I,  the  application  of  skim 
equivalent  pricing  in  this  circumstance 
is  economically  sound  and  is  necessary 
to  maintain  orderly  marketing. 

The  same  economic  incentive  does  not 
exist,  however,  with  respect  to  the  use 
of  nonfat  dry  milk  or  condensed  skim 
milk  to  fortify  a  fluid  milk  product.  The 
incentive  for  handlers  to  use  solids  to 
fortify  fluid  milk  products,  primarily 


derived  from  producer  milk,  is  in  being 
able  to  readily  meet  the  specific  demands 
of  consumers  and  thereby  to  maintain 
or  even  increase  Class  I  sales.  Until 
recently,  fortified  fluid  milk  products 
represented  a  very  small  proportion  of 
total  fluid  milk  sales.  The  increased  em¬ 
phasis  on  low  fat  diets  and  the  high 
nutritional  value  of  nonfat  solids  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  their  weight  are  the  most  often 
cited  reasons  for  the  recent  and  rapid 
increase  in  the  demand  for  added  non¬ 
fat  solids  in  fluid  milk  products. 

When  the  skim  milk  equivalent  pro¬ 
vision  is  applied  to  the  fortified  milk 
products,  it  inflates  significantly  the 
utilization  and  disposition  of  Class  I  milk. 
The  inflation  in  the  case  of  dietary  food 
products  results  in  a  Class  I  classification 
of  about  2V2  times  the  actual  volume. 

It  is  practical  and  administrativly  nec¬ 
essary  to  maintain  the  skim  milk  equiv¬ 
alent  method  of  accounting  for  total 
receipts  and  disposition.  Therefore,  the 
difference  between  the  volume  classified 
in  Class  I  and  the  total  skim  milk  equiv¬ 
alent  of  nonfat  milk  solids  in  the  prod¬ 
uct  should  be  assigned  to  Class  II.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  order  should  be  amended 
to  classify  fortified  products  as  Class  I 
only  to  the  extent  of  the  weight  of  an 
unmodified  fluid  milk  product  of  the 
same  nature  and  butterfat  content. 

4.  Basic  butterfat  content.  The  basic 
butterfat  content  at  which  prices  are 
computed  and  announced  under  the 
Oklahoma  Metropolitan  and  Red  River 
Valley  orders  should  be  changed  from 
4.0  to  3.5  percent  to  better  reflect  the 
average  butterfat  test  of  Class  I  sales 
and  producer  receipts.  The  Class  I  price 
differentials  should  be  adjusted  so  that 
returns  to  producers  for  Class  I  milk 
will  not  be  affected  by  the  change  in 
basic  butterfat  tests. 

Operators  of  plants  which  are  pooled 
pursuant  to  the  terms  of  each  of  the  sub¬ 
ject  orders  proposed  that  the  basic  but¬ 
terfat  tests  of  the  orders  be  changed  be 
changed  to  3.5  percent.  Cooperative 
associations  representing  the  majority  of 
producers  serving  these  plants  opposed 
the  change  as  proposed  by  handlers  pri¬ 
marily  because  it  would  lower  handlers’ 
cost  of  Class  I  milk. 

The  average  butterfat  test  of  homog¬ 
enized  milk,  the  largest  Class  I  sales 
item  in  both  markets,  is  3.55  percent. 
During  the  past  several  years  there  has 
been  a  gradual  decrease  in  the  average 
butterfat  test  of  total  Class  I  sales  in  the 
Oklahoma  Metropolitan  market.  Dur¬ 
ing  1956  the  average  butterfat  test  of 
Class  I  was  3.796  percent.  It  was  3.764 
percent  during  1957,  3.757  percent  during 
1958,  3.739  for  1959,  and  3.737  for  1960, 
and  during  the  first  four  months  of  1961 
the  average  test  was  3.685  percent  as 
compared  with  an  average  of  3.709  per¬ 
cent  for  the  first  four  months  of  1960. 
(For  the  period  prior  to  May  1957,  data 
for  the  formerly  separate  Tulsa  and 
Oklahoma  City  orders  have  been  com¬ 
bined.) 

The  average  butterfat  test  of  Class  I 
sales  in  the  Red  River  Valley  market  is 
considerably  lower  than  the  average  of 
Class  I  sales  in  the  Oklahoma  market. 
During  1959,  the  average  butterfat  test  of 
total  Class  I  sales  was  3.469  and  in  1960 


was  3.436.  The  average  test  of  sales  in 
the  first  four  months  of  1961  was  3  4in 
compared  with  3.466  for  the  first  W 
months  of  1960. 


The  average  butterfat  test  of  producer 
milk  has  also  been  decreasing  in  both 
markets.  During  1956,  the  average 
butterfat  test  of  producer  milk  delivered 
to  Oklahoma  Metropolitan  pool  plants 
was  3.863  percent,  3.828  in  1957,  3  814 
in  1958,  3.774  in  1959,  and  3.723  in  i960 
The  average  butterfat  content  of  Red 
River  Valley  producer  receipts  was  3  765 
during  1959  and  3.717  percent  during 
1960.  ^ 

The  Class  I  differential  should  be  in- 
creased  7  cents  each  month  to  assure 
that  the  return  to  producers  in  the  two 
markets  for  Class  I  sales  will  not  be  af¬ 
fected  by  the  change  in  basic  butterfat 
test. 

The  Midwest  condensery  price,  which 
has  been  the  basic  formula  price  in  all 
but  one  month  during  the  33-month 
period  ending  with  September  1961,  U 
adjusted  from  3.5  to  4.0  percent  butter¬ 
fat  content  by  direct  ratio.  Therefore 
unless  an  adjustment  is  made  in  the 
Class  I  differential,  the  change  of  the 
basic  test  to  3.5  percent  would  decrease 
the  return  to  producers  and  the  cost  to 
handlers  for  each  hundredweight  of 
Class  I  sales  by  seven  cents.  The  addi¬ 
tional  one-half  pound  of  butterfat  in  4 
percent  milk  over  that  in  milk  contain¬ 
ing  3.5  percent  butterfat  was  valued  at 
44  cents  under  the  direct  ratio  conversion 
based  on  the  January  1959-September 
1961  period.  The  Class  I  butterfat  dif¬ 
ferential  during  the  same  period  valued 
one-half  pound  of  butterfat  at  37  cents. 

The  supply-demand  adjustment  of  the 
order  and  other  features  of  the  Class  I 
pricing  formula  will  adequately  adjust 
the  level  of  the  Class  I  price  in  response 
to  changing  milk  supply  and  demand 
conditions.  Accordingly,  the  change  in 
the  basic  test  to  3.5  percent  should  not, 
in  and  of  itself,  reduce  returns  to  pro¬ 
ducers  for  Class  I  sales. 

From  January  1959  through  September 
1961,  the  use  of  the  announced  3.5  con¬ 
densery  price  would  have  reduced  the 
return  to  producers  and  the  cost  to 
handlers  for  Class  I  milk  an  average  of 
7  cents  per  hundredweight.  The  Class 
I  differential  should  be  adjusted  by  this 
amount. 

5.  Classification  of  skim  milk  and 
butterfat  used  for  livestock  feed  and 
skim  milk  dumped.  No  changes  should 
be  made  in  the  provisions  of  the  Okla¬ 
homa  Metropolitan  order  which  relate 
to  the  classification  of  skim  milk  and 
butterfat  used  for  livestock  feed  and 
skim  milk  dumped.  However,  the  order 
should  permit  the  market  administrator 
to  receive  certain  reports  on  receipts  and 
utilization  at  times  other  than  “on  or 
before  the  7th  day  after  the  end  of  each 
month.” 

Milk  disposed  of  for  livestock  feed  and 
skim  milk  dumped  are  classified  as  Class 
II.  Producers  proposed  that  a  volume 
limitation  be  provided  for  such  Class  D 
utilization  and  that  a  plant  operator  be 
required  to  notify  the  market  adminis¬ 
trator  of  his  intention  to  dispose  of  skim 
milk  and  butterfat  for  livestock  feed 
prior  to  the  disposition  and  that  specific 
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documentation  be  required  of  disposition 
fnr  livestock  feed. 

1  rhe  proposed  maximum  Class  II  utili- 
Hon  for  milk  disposed  of  for  livestock 
has  been  exceeded  slightly  on  a 
rnSketwide  basis  during  several  months 
®,rlng  the  24-month  period  ending  with 
inril  1961  and  by  more  than  one  per¬ 
mit  in  seven  of  the  24  months.  The 
nrooosed  maximum  Class  II  classification 
for  dumped  skim  milk  was  not  exceeded 
during  the  same  period  on  a  marketwide 


b  The  Agricultural  Marketing  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  provides  for  “Classifying  milk 
m  accordance  with  the  form  in  which  or 
the  purpose  for  which  it  is  used,  and  fix¬ 
ing  minimum  prices  for  each  such  use 
classification  *  *  The  Oklahoma 

Metropolitan  order  provides  that  all  milk 
utilized  for  other  than  fluid  purposes 
shall  be  classified  and  priced  as  Class  II. 
The  Class  II  classification  includes  milk 
used  in  manufactured  dairy  products  as 
well  as  that  used  for  livestock  feed  or 
dumped.  A  plant  operator  receives  no 
return  for  dumped  products  and  there 
is  no  evidence  that  he  receives  a  return 
for  milk  used  for  livestock  feed  which 
exceeds  the  Class  II  price.  However,  he 
pays  at  least  the  Class  II  price  for  these 
utilizations.  The  proposal  by  producers 
would  require,  under  certain  circum- 
•  stances,  that  handlers  pay  the  Class  I 
price  for  milk  dumped  or  used  for  live¬ 
stock  feed.  This  would  have  the  effect 
of  requiring  payments  for  milk  dumped 
and  used  for  feed  at  a  price  higher  than 
payments  for  milk  used  in  the  manufac¬ 
ture  of  butter,  cottage  cheese  and  ice 
cream  and  would  not  be  consistent  with 
the  standards  proposed  in  the  Act. 

While  a  plant  operator  must  give  prior 
notification  to  the  market  administrator 
of  his  intention  to  dump  skim  milk,  a 
similar  provision  is  not  necessary  for 
milk  used  for  animal  feed.  The  order 
provides  that  all  milk  which  is  not  spe¬ 
cifically  accounted  for  as  Class  II  utiliza¬ 
tion  shall  be  classified  as  Class  I.  When 
milk  is  claimed  to  have  been  dumped, 
there  is  no  record  beyond  that  of  the 
actual  dumpage  through  which  the  mar¬ 
ket  administrator  can  verify  the  claim. 
However,  when  milk  is  claimed  to  have 
been  used  for  feed,  records  of  its  receipt 
and  use  as  feed  are  involved  in  the  trans¬ 
action  and  this  claimed  utilization  can  be 
verified  by  the  market  administrator  if 
adequate  records  are  maintained.  If 
the  market  administrator  cannot  verify 
it,  he  has  no  alternative,  under  the  terms 
of  the  order,  and  must  classify  the  milk 
involved  as  Class  I  utilization. 

It  is  also  not  necessary  for  the  order  to 
specifically  require  the  filing  of  reports, 
in  duplicate,  within  two  days  following 
the  disposition  of  milk  for  livestock  feed. 
The  order  now  requires  that  handlers 
must  report  to  the  market  administrator 
information  with  respect  to  receipts  and 
utilization  as  he  may  prescribe.  To 
clarify  this  point  the  order  should  specify 
fiiat  use  in  livestock  feed  is  Class  II  only 
if  adequate  records  are  maintained  and 
submitted. 

6.  Shrinkage.  No  shrinkage  should  be 
allowed  on  packaged  other  source  milk 
under  the  Oklahoma  Metropolitan  order. 

The  order  prorates  total  plant  shrink¬ 
age  between  other  source  milk  and  pro¬ 


ducer  milk  receipts.  The  shrinkage  pro¬ 
rated  to  other  source  milk  is  classified 
as  Class  II  and  that  prorated  to  producer 
milk  is  classified  as  Class  n  up  to  a  max¬ 
imum  of  two  percent.  An  association  of 
producers  proposed  that  the  proration  of 
shrinkage  to  other  source  milk  be  limited 
to  that  received  in  bulk  form. 

The  shrinkage  provision  recognizes 
that  there  is  some  plant  loss  incurred  in 
the  receipt,  processing,  and  packaging  of 
milk.  However,  when  other  source  milk 
is  received  in  packaged  form  there  will 
be  no  processing  loss  of  product  at  the 
receiving  plant.  Any  processing  loss  in¬ 
volved  will  have  occurred  at  the  plant 
of  original  receipt,  processing  and  pack¬ 
aging.  Therefore,  any  proration  of 
shrinkage  or  plant  loss  to  other  source 
milk  should  be  limited  to  that  received 
in-bulk  form. 

7.  Allocation  of  packaged  sour  cream. 
The  allocation  procedure  in  the  Okla¬ 
homa  Metropolitan  order  should  be 
amended  to  provide  prior  allocation  to 
Class  I  of  packaged  sour  cream  which  is 
priced  and  pooled  under  the  terms  of  the 
order  regulating  the  handling  of  milk  in 
the  Chicago,  Illinois,  marketing  area 
(Part  941  of  this  chapter). 

A  handler  who  operates  a  pool  plant 
proposed  that  packaged  sour  cream 
which  is  priced  as  Class  II  under  the 
terms  of  the  Chicago  order  and  which  is 
received  at  an  Oklahoma  Metropolitan 
pool  plant  be  allocated  to  Class  I  dis¬ 
position  at  the  receiving  plant.  The  pro¬ 
ponent  handler  does  not  process  any 
sour  cream  at  his  plant  at  Tulsa.  He 
receives  his  supply  for  this  plant  in 
packaged  form  from  the  Chicago  market. 
The  cost  per  hundredweight  of  19  per¬ 
cent  cream  classified  as  Class  H  under 
the  Chicago  order  exceeds  the  cost  per 
hundredweight  of  19  percent  cream 
classified  as  Class  I  under  the  terms  of 
the  Oklahoma  Metropolitan  order.  A 
comparison  of  exhibits  prepared  by  the 
market  administrators  of  the  Chicago 
and  Oklahoma  Metropolitan  orders 
shows  that  the  average  price  of  Class  n 
19  percent  cream  under  the  Chicago 
order  was  $17.13  during  1960  and  $17.39 
for  the  first  four  months  of  1961  whereas 
the  average  cost  of  Class  I  19  percent 
cream  under  the  Oklahoma  order  was 
$16.34  and  $16.84  for  the  respective 
periods.  • 

Under  the  accounting  procedure  of  the 
Oklahoma  Metropolitan  order,  when 
other  source  packaged  fluid  milk  prod¬ 
ucts  are  received  at  a  pool  plant  and 
disposed  of  therefrom  they  become  Class 
I  disposition  under  the  Oklahoma  order 
for  which  the  handler  is  obligated  to 
Oklahoma  Metropolitan  producers  to  the 
extent  that  producer  milk  is*  available. 
Since  the  transfer  of  sour  cream  priced 
as  Class  II  under  the  Chicago  order  is  a 
regular  and  recurring  arrangement,  the 
daily  and  seasonal  reserve  for  this  supply 
is,  in  fact,  borne  by  Chicago  producers 
rather  than  producers  delivering  to  Okla¬ 
homa  Metropolitan  plants.  In  recogni¬ 
tion  of  this,  the  allocation  provisions  of 
the  order  should  be  modified  so  that 
packaged  sour  cream  which  is  priced  as 
Class  II  under  the  Chicago  order  will 
receive  allocation  to  Class  I  before  pro¬ 


ducer  milk  is  so  allocated.  However,  to 
obviate  any  abuse,  the  modification  of 
the  allocation  provisions,  should  only  be 
applicable  when  sour  cream  is  not  proc¬ 
essed  or  packaged  in  the  plant  during 
the  month. 

8.  Base-excess  plan.  All  references  to 
the  base-excess  plan  should  be  removed 
from  the  Oklahoma  Metropolitan  order. 

In  a  decision  issued  April  12,  1960,  it 
was  determined  that  the  base-excess  plan 
should  be  eliminated  from  the  order. 
However,  its  termination  was  defered 
until  after  the  base  paying  months  of 
March  through  June  1960.  The  Central 
Oklahoma  Milk  Producers  Association 
submitted  a  proposal  for  inclusion  in  the 
notice  of  hearing  on  this  proceeding 
which  would  have  had  the  effect  of  rein¬ 
stating  the  base -excess  plan.  They  did 
not  support  their  proposal  at  the  hear¬ 
ing;  however,  proprietary  plant  operators 
did.  The  plant  operators  testified  that 
a  base-excess  plan  was  needed  to  prevent 
supply  plants  which  might  become  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  market  on  the  basis  of 
shipments  during  the  months  of  Sep¬ 
tember  through  December  from  adding 
producers  during  subsequent  flush  pro¬ 
duction  months  when  the  plant  could  be 
pooled  only  on  the  basis  of  shipments 
during  the  previous  September-Dee  em¬ 
ber  period.  In  effect,  handlers  supported 
the  base-excess  plan  as  a  means  of  re¬ 
stricting  entry  of  new  producers  rather 
than  as  a  means  of  influencing  more  even 
seasonality  of  production. 

Because  there  is  no  support  among 
producers  for  the  former  base-excess 
plan  as  a  means  of  encouraging  even 
seasonal  production  and  because  the 
seasonality  of  Class  I  price  differentials 
will  tend  to  encourage  even  seasonality  of 
production,  the  base-excess  plan  should 
not  be  reinstated  in  the  order. 

At  the  hearing,  a  modified  base-excess 
plan  was  proposed  by  another  coopera¬ 
tive,  the  Pure  Milk  Producers  Association 
of  Eastern  Oklahoma.  This  modified 
plan  should  not  be  adopted. 

The  obvious  purpose  of  the  modified 
plan  is  to  reduce  deliveries  by  producers 
to  the  market’s  fluid  needs.  New  pro¬ 
ducers  could  not  participate  fully  in  the 
plan  until  they  had  delivered  to  the 
market  for  a  3-year  period.  .The  plan 
would,  therefore,  have  a  very  direct  ef¬ 
fect  upon  the  supply  of  milk.  Since  it 
is  clearly  the  intent  of  the  statute  that 
the  supply  of  milk  shall  be  adjusted  by 
the  price  mechanism,  the  base  plan  pro¬ 
posed  does  not  comport  with  the  pricing 
standards  of  the  statute. 

Moreover,  the  plan  is  not  in  accord 
with  the  intended  use  of  the  base-rating 
authorization  of  the  statute,  since  the 
purpose  and  effect  of  the  plan  is  to  re¬ 
duce  total  long  run  supplies  rather  than 
merely  the  modification  of  the  seasonal 
distribution  of  such  supplies. 

9.  Definition  of  “ producer ”,  "pro¬ 
ducer -handler*3  and  "distributing  plant”. 
The  “producer”  definition  of  the  Okla¬ 
homa  Metropolitan  order  should  exclude 
dairy  farmers  whose  milk  is  diverted 
from  a  plant  regulated  by  the  Red  River 
Valley  order.  No  change  should  be  made 
in  the  definition  of  “producer-handler” 
other  than  to  delete  the  reference  to 
“distributing  plan  t”.  “Distributing 
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plant”  should  be  redefined  to  include 
only  those  plants  from  which  50  percent 
of  receipts  from  pool  plants  and  dairy 
farmers  is  disposed  of  as  Class  I  on 
routes. 

The  Central  Oklahoma  Producers  As¬ 
sociation  at  times  is  called  upon  to  find  a 
manufacturing  outlet  for  milk  of  its 
member  producers  which  is  ordinarily 
delivered  to  Red  River  Valley  pool  plants. 
It  usually  moves  the  milk  to  a  plant  at 
Stillwater  which  is  pooled  under  the 
Oklahoma  Metropolitan  order  where  it 
is  used  for  manufacturing  purposes.  The 
most  economically  efficient  method  of 
handling  this  surplus  milk  is  to  move  it 
directly  from  the  farm  to  the  plant  at 
Stillwater.  However,  any  Grade  A  milk 
received  at  the  Stillwater  plant  directly 
from  a  farm  is  producer  milk  under  the 
terms  of  the  Oklahoma  Metropolitan 
order  and  must  be  pooled  accordingly. 
The  Association  pointed  out  that  the 
Red  River  Valley  order  excludes  from  its 
producer  definition,  any  person  who  is 
a  producer  under  another  Federal  milk 
order  and  whose  milk  is  diverted  to  a  Red 
River  Valley  plant  by  a  cooperative 
association. 

The  proposed  amendment  would  facili¬ 
tate  the  efficient  handling  of  milk  which 
is  surplus  on  the  Red  River  Valley  market 
and  would  not  be  detrimental  to  the 
Oklahoma  Metropolitan  pool.  Under 
the  present  order  provisions,  since  that 
milk  from  Red  River  Valley  diverted  to 
the  plant  at  Stillwater  is  producer  milk 
under  the  Oklahoma  Metropolitan  order 
it  decreases  that  order’s  blend  and  Class 
I  prices.  Yet,  this  milk  cannot  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  supply  furnished  to  meet 
Oklahoma  Metropolitan  demand  for 
Class  I  milk.  Accordingly,  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  providing  a  means  to  efficiently 
market  Red  River  Valley  surplus  milk, 
the  Oklahoma  order  should  be  amended 
to  exclude  from  the  producer  definition 
any  person  who  has  producer  status  un¬ 
der  the  Red  River  Valley  order. 

No  substantive  change  should  be  made 
in  the  producer-handler  definition  of 
the  Oklahoma  Metropolitan  order  but  it 
should  be  rewritten  to  delete  the  refer¬ 
ence  to  “distributing  plant”.  In  an 
amendment  action  effective  May  1,  1960, 
a  distributing  plant  definition  was  pro¬ 
vided  to  incorporate  specific  standards 
by  which  association  with  the  Oklahoma 
Metropolitan  market  might  be  deter¬ 
mined.  A  reference  to  “distributing 
plant”  was  made  in  the  producer- 
handler  definition  which  may  be  con¬ 
fusing.  To  eliminate  this  possibility  the 
producer-handler  definition  should  refer 
only  to  a  plant  which  is  approved  to  and 
does  distribute  Grade  A  milk  in  the 
marketing  area. 

The  proposal  is  denied  which  would  in¬ 
clude  as  producer-handlers  those  per¬ 
sons  who  do  not  operate  a  plant  approved 
for  fluid  milk  distribution  by  health  au¬ 
thorities  but  who  distribute  30  gallons 
of  milk  a  day  in  the  marketing  area. 
By  defining  such  persons  as  producer- 
handlers  they  would  be  excluded  from 
the  producer  definition.  The  proponent 
cooperative  association  testified  that 
dairy  farmers  selling  at  least  30  gallons 
of  Grade  A  milk  in  the  market  (such 
persons  are  commonly  referred  to  as 


“juggers”)  should  not  be  permitted  to 
pool  their  production  which  is  in  excess 
of  their  route  sales. 

No  specific  evidence  was  offered  as  to 
the  extent  of  such  jugging  operations 
nor  was  any  showing  made  of  disorderly 
marketing  conditions. 

The  provision  which  specifies  the 
percentages  of  Class  I  sales  which 
qualify  a  distributing  plant  for  pool  plant 
status  should  be  redefined.  Irupart,  the 
Oklahoma  Metropolitan  order  defines  as 
distributing  plants  those  plants  from 
which  50  percent  of  receipts  of  Grade  A 
milk  from  dairy  farmers  and  from  pool 
plants  is  disposed  of  as  Class  I.  It  was 
proposed  that  50  percent  disposition 
should  relate  to  Class  I  sales  on  routes 
and  that  packaged  Class  I  receipts  from 
other  pool  plants  should  not  be  included 
in  the  50  percent  computation. 

The  percentages  set  forth  in  the  dis¬ 
tributing  plant  definition  are  to  provide 
a  means  of  determining  if  a  plant  is 
primarily  engaged  in  distributing  or 
manufacturing  milk.  It  is  the  intent 
that  only  those  plants  primarily  engaged 
in  supplying  Class  I  milk  for  the  market 
should  participate  in  the  pool.  How¬ 
ever,  because  of  the  wording  of  the 
distributing  plant  definition  and  the 
transfer  provisions  of  the  order,  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  order  has  been  avoided. 
Milk  has  been  claimed  as  Class  I  utiliza¬ 
tion  even  though  it  was  used  for 
manufacturing  purposes.  In  addition, 
packaged  milk  which  is  moved  from  one 
plant  to  another  which  now  may  be 
claimed  as  Class  I  utilization  by  both 
the  transferee  and  transferor  plants 
should  be  credited  only  at  the  plant 
where  it  is  disposed  of  on  routes. 

10.  Deletion  of  Hardeman  and  Wil¬ 
barger  Counties,  Texas  from  the  Red 
River  Valley  marketing  area.  The  two 
counties  should  not  be  deleted  from  the 
marketing  area. 

Two  handlers,  each  of  whom  operated 
a  pool  plant  at  the  time  the  hearing 
opened  in  Oklahoma  City,  proposed  that 
the  two  counties  be  deleted  from  the 
marketing  area.  No  opposition  to  the 
proposal  was  offered  at  the  original 
hearing  held  in  Oklahoma  City. 

Subsequent  to  the  original  hearing  the 
two  plants  were  sold  to  a  handler  who 
•also  operates  plants  in  other  parts  of 
Texas.  In  his  brief  the  new  owner  op¬ 
posed  the  deletion  of  the  two  comities. 
At  the  reopened  hearing  held  in  Tulsa, 
producers  and  other  handlers  whose 
plants  are  regulated  by  the  Red  River 
order  opposed  the  deletion  of  the  two 
counties. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  deletion 
of  these  counties  from  the  marketing 
area  definition  would  contribute  to  or¬ 
derly  marketing.  Therefore,  no  change 
should  be  made  in  the  marketing  area 
definition. 

11.  Individual  handler  pooling.  The 
Red  River  Valley  order  should  retain 
marketwide  pooling  as  a  means  of  dis¬ 
tributing  to  producers  the  use  value  of 
their  milk  deliveries. 

The  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement 
Act  of  1937  specifies  that  an  order  must 
provide  for  (1)  the  payment  of  uniform 
prices  for  all  milk  delivered  by  producers 
delivering  to  the  same  handler  depend¬ 


ing  on  the  of  the  milk  by  the  handv 
or  (2)  th  payment  of  uniform  DriS 
for  all  m  delivered  by  all  product 
to  all  har  'ers  based  upon  the  market! 
wide  use  .f  such  milk.  The  w! 
method  of  payment  is  by  individual  han 
dler  pools  and  the  latter  by  a  marketed 
pool.  The  North  Texas  Producers  aT 
sociation  pijoposed  that  the  Red  RjvTP 
Valley  change  from  marketwide  to 
dividual  handler  pooling.  Central  Okla 
homa  Milk  Producers  Association  0n 
posed  the  proposal.  p' 

There  were  550  producers  who  deliv 
ered  milk  to  Red  River  Valley  pool  plank 
during  April  1961,  the  last  complete 
month  prior  to  the  hearing  in  okla 
homa  City.  Of  these,  270,  or  approxi! 
mately  50  percent,  were  members  of  the 
Central  Oklahoma  Association,  and  abouf 
80,  almost  15  percent  were  members  of 
the  North  Texas  Association.  The  re¬ 
maining  200  producers  were  either  mem! 
bers  of  a  third  cooperative  association  or 
did  not  belong  to  any  milk  cooperative 
association. 

The  utilization  of  Class  I  milk  varies 
among  plants  serving  the  Red  River  Val¬ 
ley  marketing  area.  Some  plants  con! 
sistently  carry  more  reserve  milk  than 
do  other  r  *<.nts.  The  Class  I  utilization 
of  produr  -r  milk  received  at  plants  lo¬ 
cated  in  '  ->xas  is  usually  higher  than  at 
those  loc  ted.  in  Oklahoma.  The  con¬ 
tinued  us.  of  the  marketwide  pool  under 
which  the  iower  value  of  reserve  supplies 
is  distribu  ;ed  proportionately  among  all 
producers  supplying  the  market  will  bet¬ 
ter  contribute  to  milk  market  stability. 

12.  Diversion  of  producer  milk.  The 
Red  River  Valley  order  should  permit  di¬ 
version  to  nonpool  plants  of  29  days’ 
production  of  a  producer  during  each  of 
the  months  of  September  through 
December. 

The  order  now  limits  diversion  to  non¬ 
pool  plants  to  10  days’  production  of  a 
producer  during  the  months  of  Septem¬ 
ber  through  December.  The  Central 
Oklahoma  Association  proposed  that  the 
order  permit  diversion  of  29  days’  pro¬ 
duction  during  each  of  the  months  of 
September  through  December.  No  tes¬ 
timony  was  offered  in  opposition  to  the 
proposal. 

The  need  for  more  liberal  diversion 
has  arisen  because  a  pool  plant  opera¬ 
tor  whose  plant  is  located  in  the  Ard¬ 
more  area  has  added  producers  beyond 
those  needed  for  his  supply  of  Grade  A 
milk  and  the  proponent  cooperative  has 
been  called  upon  to  divert  the  milk  of 
those  producers  who  are  members  of  the 
Association.  The  plant  operator  has 
also  diverted  milk  of  some  of  the  pro¬ 
ducers.  In  order  to  maintain  a  market 
for  producers  who  have  regularly  served 
the  market  additional  flexibility  in  the 
diversion  provision  during  the  months  of 
September  through  December  is  needed. 
The  relatively  low  level  of  the  Class  n 
price  which  has  existed  in  the  market 
has  provided  some  incentive  for  the  plant 
operator  to  add  producers  beyond  his  own 
fluid  requirements.  The  Class  n  price 
increase  recommended  herein  should  re¬ 
move  this  incentive. 

13.  Determination  of  plants  subject 
to  other  orders.  Whether  a  plant  is 
regulated  by  the  Red  River  Valley  order 
or  an  order  Regulating  another  marketing 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 


9079 


Wednesday,  September  27,  1961 


should  be  determined  on  the  basis 
flrea  in  which  the  plifr'  distributes 
the  most  Class  I  milk.  basis  for 

^termination  should  be  -tie  current 
month  unless  the  other  or. /4r  regulates 
«n  area  entirely  in  Texas  £id  provides 
that  the  determination  be  made  on  the 
basis  of  a  different  period. 

packaged  fluid  milk  sales  from  plants 
rurrently  regulated  by  the  North  Texas 
order  extend  into  the  marketing  areas 
of  other  Federal  orders  including  that 
of  the  Red  River  Vailey  order.  Because 
of  possible  fluctuations  in  sales,  the 
roponent  handler  testified  that  the 
order  under  which  a  plant  should  be 
regulated  be  determined  on  the  basis  of 
a  three-month  moving  average  of  sales 
rather  than  on  sales  within  one  month. 
He  has  made  the  same  proposal  for  other 
orders  regulating  the  handling  of  milk 


in  Texas. 

A  small  increase  or  decrease  in  Class 
I  sales  by  a  particular  plant  within 
respective  Federal  areas  would  cause  the 
plant  to  be  regulated  first  by  one  order 
and  then  by  the  other..  This  could  con¬ 
tribute  to  unstable  milik  marketing  con¬ 
ditions  under  certain  circumstances. 
However,  since  the  testimony  in  the 
record  relates  only  to  sa&s  in  Texas 
areas,  the  Red  River  order  fc^ould  be  so 
amended  only  as  relating  to^Ther  orders 
whose  marketing  areas  are^within  the 
State  of  Texas.  e 

14.  Miscellaneous.  t 

(a)  In  a  previous  amendment  action, 
it  was  provided  that  a  handler  may 
elect  more  than  one  accounting  period 
within  a  month  but  several  correspond¬ 
ing  references  to  “month”  were  not 
changed  to  “accounting  period”.  They 
should  be  changed  to  avoid  misinterpre¬ 
tation. 

(b)  Class  I  and  Class  n  prices  of 
both  orders  should  be  rounded  to  the 
nearest  cent  rather  than  the  nearest 
tenth  of  a  cent.  An  association  of  pro¬ 
ducers  proposed  this  amendment  and 
no  opposition  testimony  was  offered. 
The  proposed  amendment,  on  average, 
should  result  in  no  change  in  cost  of 
milk  to  handlers  or  returns  to  producers 
and  will  facilitate  billings  and  payments. 

(c)  The  subparagraph  reference  (2) 
omitted  in  error  from  §  986.41(a)  (1)  in 
the  original  issuance  of  order  No.  86 
should  be  inserted.  The  decision  issued 
September  12, 1958  (23  F.R.  7225)  clearly 
states  the  intention  to  exclude  from  Class 
I,  fluid  milk  products  disposed  of  to 
commercial  food  manufacturing  plants 
which  do  not  dispose  of  fluid  milk 
products. 

(d)  Several  plants  which  are  listed  in 
the  Midwest  condensery  series  of  the 
basic  formula  are  no  longer  operating. 
They  should  be  deleted. 

Rulings  on  proposed  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions.  Briefs  and  proposed  findings 
and  conclusions  were  filed  on  behalf  of 
certain  interested  parties.  These  briefs, 
proposed  findings  and  conclusions  and 
the  evidence  in  the  record  were  con¬ 
sidered  in  making  the  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions  set  forth  above.  To  the  extent 
that  the  suggested  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions  filed  by  interested  parties  are 
inconsistent  with  the  findings  and  con- 
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elusions  set  forth  herein,  the  requests  to 
make  such  findings  or  reach  such  con¬ 
clusions  are  denied  for  the  reasons 
previously  stated  in  this  decision. 

General  findings.  The  findings  and 
determinations  hereinafter  set  forth  are 
supplementary  and  in  addition  to  the 
findings  and  determinations  previously 
made  in  connection  with  the  issuance 
of  the  aforesaid  orders  and  of  the  pre¬ 
viously  issued  amendments  thereto,  and 
all  of  said  previous  findings  and  deter¬ 
minations  are  hereby  ratified  and  af¬ 
firmed,  except  insofar  as  such  findings 
and  determinations  may  be  in  conflict 
with  the  findings  set  forth  herein. 

(a)  The  tentative  marketing  agree¬ 
ments  and  the  orders,  as  hereby  proposed 
to  be  amended,  and  all  of  the  terms  and 
conditions  thereof,  will  tend  to  effectuate 
the  declared  policy  of  the  Act; 

(b)  The  parity  prices  of  milk  as  de¬ 
termined  pursuant  to  section  2  of  the 
Act  are  not  reasonable  in  view  of  the 
price  of  feeds,  available  supplies  of  feeds, 
and  other  economic  conditions  which 
affect  market  supply  and  demand  for 
milk  in  the  marketing  areas,  and  the 
minimum  prices  specified  in  the  proposed 
marketing  agreements  and  the  orders, 
as  hereby  proposed  to  be  amended,  are 
such  prices  as  will  reflect  the  aforesaid 
factors,  insure  a  sufficient  quantity  of 
pure  and  wholesome  milk,  and  be  in  the 
public  interest;  and 

(c)  The  tentative  marketing  agree¬ 
ments  and  the  orders,  as  hereby  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  amended,  will  regulate  the 
handling  of  milk  in  the  same  manner  as, 
and  will  be  applicable  only  to  persons  in 
the  respective  classes  of  industrial  and 
commercial  activity  specified  in,  the 
marketing  agreements  upon  which  a 
hearing  has  been  held. 

Recommended  marketing  agreements 
and  orders  amending  the  orders.  The 
following  orders  amending  the  orders 
regulating  the  handling  of  milk  in  the 
Oklahoma  Metropolitan  and  Red  River 
Valley  marketing  areas  are  recommended 
as  the  detailed  and  appropriate  means 
by  which  the  foregoing  conclusions  may 
be  carried  out.  The  recommended  mar¬ 
keting  agreements  are  not  included  in 
this  decision  because  the  regulatory  pro¬ 
visions  thereof  would  be  the  same  as 
those  contained  in  the  orders,  as  hereby 
proposed  to  be  amended : 

Oklahoma  Metropolitan  order:  Part 
906. 

§  906.7  [Amendment] 

1.  Delete  §  906.7(c),  and  insert  there¬ 
for  the  following: 

(c)  Which  receives  milk  from  dairy 
farmers  who  would  be  producers  if  this 
plant  qualified  as  a  pool  plant,  or  Grade 
A  milk  in  bulk  from  other  pool  plants, 
and  from  which  an  amount  equal  to 
50  percent  of  such  receipts  is  disposed 
of  as  Class  I  milk  on  routes,  and  an 
amount  equal  to  at  least  5  percent  of  such 
receipts  is  disposed  of  as  Class  I  milk 
on  routes  in  the  marketing  area. 

§  906.12  [Amendment] 

2.  Delete  the  period  at  the  end  of 
§  906.12,  and  add  the  following:  “or  any 
person  with  respect  to  milk  produced 
by  him  which  is  deemed  to  have  been 


received  at  a  plant  which  is  subject  to 
full  regulation  by  the  order  regulating 
the  handling  of  milk  in  the  Red  River 
Valley  marketing  area  (Part  963  of  this 
Chapter),  if  such  person  is  designated 
as  a  producer  under  the  Red  River  Valley 
order.” 

3.  Delete  §  906.15  and  insert  therefor 
the  following : 

§  906.15  Producer-handler. 

“Producer-handler”  means  any  person 
who  produces  milk  and  operates  a  plant 
which  meets  the  standards  in  §  906.7(a) 
from  which  Class  I  milk  is  disposed  of  on 
routes  in  the  marketing  area,  but  who 
receives  no  milk  from  producers  or  other 
dairy  farmers. 

§  906.14  [Amendment] 

4.  In  §  906.14  delete  the  word  “month” 
and  substitute  therefor  “accounting 
period”. 

§§  906.16,  906.17,  906.18,  906.19  [De¬ 
letion  and  Redesignation] 

5.  Delete  §  906.16  and  renumber 
§§  906.17,  906.18,  and  906.19  as  §§  906.16, 
906.17  and  906.18,  respectively. 

6.  Delete  §  906.40  and  substitute  there¬ 
for  the  following: 

§  906.40  Skim  milk  and  butterfat  to  be 
classified. 

All  skim  milk  and  butterfat  received 
during  each  accounting  period  by  a  han¬ 
dler  which  is  required  to  be  reported 
pursuant  to  §  906.30  shall  be  classified  by 
the  market  administrator  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  contained  in  §  §  906.41  to 
906.46.  If  any  of  the  water  contained  in 
the  milk  from  which  a  product  is  made 
is  removed  before  the  product  is  utilized 
or  disposed  of  by  a  handler,  the  pounds 
of  skim  milk  used  or  disposed  of  in  such 
product  shall  be  considered  to  be  an 
amount  equivalent  to  the  nonfat  milk 
solids  contained  in  such  product,  plus  all 
of  the  water  originally  associated  with 
such  solids. 

7.  Delete  §  906.41  and  substitute  there¬ 
for  the  following: 

§  906.41  Classes  of  utilization. 

(a)  Class  I  milk  shall  be  all  skim  milk 
(including  reconstituted  skim  milk)  and 
butterfat : 

(1)  Disposed  of  in  the  form  of  fluid 
milk  products  except: 

(1)  Fluid  milk  products  classified  as 
Class  II  pursuant  to  paragraph  (b)  (2), 
(3),  (4),  and  (8)  of  this  section,  and 

(ii)  Fluid  milk  products  which  are 
fortified  with  nonfat  milk  solids  shall  be 
Class  I  in  an  amount  equal  only  to  the 
weight  of  an  equal  volume  of  an  unforti¬ 
fied  product  of  the  same  butterfat  con¬ 
tent;  and 

(2)  Not  specifically  accounted  for  as 
Class  II  utilization;  and 

(b)  Class  II  milk  shall  be  all  skim  milk 
and  butterfat: 

(1)  Used  to  produce  any  product  other 
than  a  fluid  milk  product; 

(2)  In  cream  stored  and  frozen; 

(3)  Disposed  of  for  livestock  feed  if 
records  and  reports  satisfactory  to  the 
market  administrator  to  verify  such  use 
are  maintained  and  submitted  as  re¬ 
quired; 
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(4)  In  skim  milk  dumped  after  prior 
notification  to,  and  opportunity  for  veri¬ 
fication  by  the  market  administrator; 

(5)  In  actual  shrinkage  of  producer 
milk  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one-half 
percent  of  the  total  pounds  of  skim  milk 
and  butterfat  received  directly  from 
producers’  farms,  plus  one  and  one-half 
percent  of  the  total  pounds  of  skim  milk 
and  butterfat  in  milk,  skim  milk  and 
cream  in  bulk  fluid  form  received  at  a 
pool  plant  from  both  producers  and  other 
pool  plants  and  which  were  not  disposed 
of  in  bulk  to  the  pool  plant  of  another 
handler ; 

(6)  In  shrinkage  of  bulk  other  source 
milk; 

(7)  In  inventory  as  fluid  milk  products 
at  the  end  of  the  accounting  period;  and 

(8)  The  weight  of  skim  milk  in  forti¬ 
fied  fluid  milk  products  which  is  not 
classified  pursuant  to  paragraph  (a)(1) 
(ii)  of  this  section. 

§§906.33,  906.43,  906.45  [Amend, 

ment] 

8.  In  §§  906.33(d)  and  906.43(b) ,  delete 
the  word  “month”  and  in  §  906.45  delete 
the  word  “monthly”  and  substitute 
therefor  “accounting  period”. 

§  906.42  [Amendment] 

9.  Delete  §  906.42(b)  and  substitute 
therefor  the  following: 

(b)  Assign  the  shrinkage  of  skim  milk 
and  butterfat  pro  rata  between  producer 
milk  and  bulk  other  source  milk. 

§  906.46  [Amendment] 

10.  Delete  §  906.46(a)  (5)  and  substi¬ 
tute  therefor  the  following: 

(5)  Subtract  from  the  remaining 
pounds  of  skim  milk : 

(i)  In  Class  n  milk,  the  pounds  of 
skim  milk  in  other  source  milk  received 
in  fluid  milk  products  which  were  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  Class  I  pricing  and  payment 
provisions  of  another  order  issued  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Act;  but  which  are  not  sub¬ 
tracted  from  Class  I  pursuant  to  (ii)  of 
this  subparagraph. 

(ii)  In  Class  I  milk,  the  pounds  of 
skim  milk  in  sour  cream  received  in 
packaged  form  if  such  sour  cream  is 
priced  as  Class  II  pursuant  to  Part  941 
of  this  chapter  and  if  no  sour  cream  is 
processed  and  packaged  in  the  plant 
during  the  accounting  period. 

§  906.45  [Amendment] 

11.  Delete  the  second  sentence  in 
§  906.45. 

12.  Delete  §  906.50  and  substitute 
therefor  the  following: 

§  906.50  Basic  formula  price  to  be  used 
in  determining  Class  I  price. 

The  basic  formula  price  to  be  used 
in  determining  the  price  per  hundred¬ 
weight  of  Class  I  milk  shall  be  the  high¬ 
est  of  the  prices  computed  pursuant  to 
paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section 
for  the  preceding  month,  rounded  to  the 
nearest  whole  cent. 

(a)  The  average  of  the  basic  or  field 
prices  per  hundredweight  reported  to 
have  been  paid  or  to  be  paid  for  milk  of 
3.5  percent  butterfat  content  received 
from  farmers  during  the  month  at  the 
following  plants  or  places  for  which 


prices  have  been  reported  to  the  market 
administrator  or  to  the  Department: 

Present  Operator  and  Location 

Pet  Milk  Co.,  Wayland,  Mich. 

Pet  Milk  Co.,  Coopersville,  Mich. 

Borden  Co.,  Orfordville,  Wis. 

Borden  Co.,  New  London,  Wis. 

Carnation  Co.,  Richland  Center,  Wis. 

Pet  Milk  Co.,  New  Glarus,  Wis. 

Pet  Milk  Co.,  Belleville,  Wis. 

White  House  Milk  Co.,  Manitowoc,  Wis. 

White  House  Milk  Co.,  West  Bend,  Wis. 

(b)  The  price  per  hundredweight 
computed  by  adding  together  the  plus 
values  pursuant  to  subparagraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of  this  paragraph; 

(1)  From  the  simple  average  as  com¬ 
puted  by  the  market  administrator  of 
the  daily  wholesale  selling  prices  (using 
the  mid-point  of  any  price  range  as  one 
price)  per  pound  of  Grade  A  (92-score) 
bulk  creamery  butter  at  Chicago,  as 
reported  by  the  Department  during  the 
month,  subtract  3  cents,  add  20  percent 
thereof  and  multiply  by  3.5;  and 

(2)  From  the  simple  average  as  com¬ 
puted  by  the  market  administrator  of  the 
weighted  averages  of  carlot  prices  per 
pound  for  nonfat  dry  milk  solids,  spray 
and  roller  process,  respectively,  for 
human  consumption,  f.o.b.  manufactur¬ 
ing  plants  in  the  Chicago  area  as  pub¬ 
lished  for  the  period  from  the  26th  day 
of  the  preceding  month  through  the 
25th  day  of  the  current  month  by  the 
Department,  deduct  5.5  cents,  multiply 
by  8.2. 

§  906.51  [Amendment] 

13.  In  §  906.51(a)  delete  “$1.55”  and 
“$1.95”  and  substitute  therefor  “$1.48” 
and  “$1.88”,  respectively. 

14.  Delete  the  table  of  standard  utili¬ 
zation  percentages  in  §  906.51(a)  (2)  (iii) 
and  substitute  therefor  the  following: 


Month  for 
which  price 
applies 


Standard 

utilization 

Months  used  in  percentage 

computation _ 


Mini-  Maxi¬ 
mum  mum 


January _ 

February . 

March . 

April . . 

May _ 

June.. _ 

July . 

August . 

September.... 

October _ 

November _ 

December.... 


October-N  o  vember _ 

No  vember-December . . . 

December-January . 

January-February _ 

February-M  arch . 

March-April . 

April-May . . 

May-June . 

June-July . 

July-  August. . . 

August-September . . 

September-October _ 


128 

117 

110 

110 

119 

130 

142 

160 

152 

149 

140 

132 


136 

125 

118 

118 

127 

138 

150 

168 

160 

157 

148 

140 


15.  Delete  §  906.51(a)  (3)  and  substi¬ 
tute  therefor  the  following: 

(3)  For  a  minus  “net  deviation  per¬ 
centage”  the  Class  I  price  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  and  for  a  plus  “net  deviation 
percentage”  the  Class  I  price  shall  be  de¬ 
creased  as  follows: 

(i)  One -half  cent  times  each  such  per¬ 
centage  point  of  net  deviation;  plus 

(ii)  One-half  cent  times  the  lesser  of; 

(a)  Each  such  percentage  point  of  net 
deviation,  or 

(b)  Each  percentage  point  of  net  de¬ 
viation  of  like  direction  (plus  or  minus, 
with  any  net  deviation  percentage  of 
opposite  direction  considered  to  be  zero 
for  purposes  of  computations  of  this  sub- 


paragraph)  computed  pursuant  to  sub 
paragraph  (2)  of  this  paragraph  for  the 
month  immediately  preceding;  pius  ie 

(iii)  One-half  cent  times  the  least  of- 

(a)  Each  such  percentage  point  of  n<* 

deviation ;  ei 

(b)  Each  percentage  point  of  net  de 

viation  of  like  direction  computed  pUr' 
suant  to  subparagraph  (2)  of  this 
paragraph  for  the  month  immediately 
preceding,  or  y 

(c)  Each  percentage  point  of  net  de 
viation  of  like  direction  computed  pursul 
ant  to  subparagraph  (2)  of  this  para' 
graph  for  the  second  preceding  month 

(iv)  Less  one-half  cent,  if  necessary 
to  round  down  to  the  nearest  whole  cent 

16.  Delete  §  906.51(b)  and  substitute 
therefor  the  following: 

(b)  Class  II  milk.  The  average  price 
reported  by  the  Department  for  the 
month  for  milk  of  3.5  percent  butterfat 
used  in  the  manufacture  of  American 
cheese,  evaporated  milk,  and  butter  and 
by-products,  f.o.b.  plant.  United  States: 
Provided,  That  during  the  months  of 
February  through  July,  the  price  for  milk 
used  in  the  manufacture  of  American 
cheese,  butter  and  nonfat  dry  milk  shall 
be  10  cents  less. 

§  906.52  [Amendment] 

17.  In  §  906.52  delete  “4.0  percent” 
wherever  it  appears  and  substitute  there¬ 
for  “3.5  percent”. 

§  §  906.65,  906.66  [  Deletion  ] 

18.  Delete  §§  906.65  and  906.66  and  the 
heading  “Determination  of  Base”  which 
precedes  §  906.65. 

§  906.71  [Amendment] 

19.  In  §  906.71  delete  “4.0  percent" 
wherever  it  appears  and  substitute  there¬ 
for  “3.5  percent”. 

20.  Delete  that  part  of  §  906.72  which 
precedes  paragraph  (a)  and  substitute 
therefor  the  following : 

§  906.72  Computation  of  uniform  price. 

For  each  month  the  market  adminis¬ 
trator  shall  compute  the  uniform  price 
per  hundredweight  for  all  milk  of  3.5 
percent  butterfat  content  received  from 
producers  as  follows: 

§  906.73  [Deletion] 

21.  Delete  §  906.73. 

§  906.80  [Amendment] 

22.  In  §  906.80(a)  delete  the  reference 
“§  906.73”. 

23.  Delete  §  906.80(d)  (1)  (ii)  (d)  and 
renumber  §  906.80(d)  (1)  (ii)  (e)  as  §  906.- 
80(d)  (1)  (ii)  (d) . 

§  906.81  [Amendment] 

24.  In  §  906.81  delete  “(except  that 
during  the  months  of  March  through 
June  1960,  the  deduction  shall  be  limited 
to  base  milk).” 

§  906.82  [Amendment] 

25.  In  §  906.82  delete  “4.0  percent”  and 
substitute  therefor  “3.5  percent.” 

Red  River  Valley  order:  Part  986. 

1.  Delete  §  986.40  and  substitute  there¬ 
for  the  following: 
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c  986.40  Skim  milk  and  butterfat  to  be 

°  classified. 

Ail  skim  milk  and  butterfat  received 
within  the  month  by  a  handler  which  is 
reouired  to  be  reported  pursuant  to 
«  986  30  shall  be  classified  by  the  market 
administrator  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
contained  in  §  986.41  to  §  986.46,  inclu- 
5ive  if  any  of  the  water  contained  in 
the  milk  from  which  a  product  is  made 
■  removed  before  the  product  is  utilized 
or  disposed  of  by  a  handler,  the  pounds 
of  skim  milk  used  or  disposed  of  in  such 
product  shall  be  considered  to  be  an 
amount  equivalent  to  the  nonfat  milk 
solids  contained  in  such  product,  plus 
all  of  the  water  originally  associated  with 
such  solids. 

§  986.41  [  Amendment  ] 

2.  Delete  §  986.41(a)  and  substitute 
therefor  the  following: 

(a)  Class  I  milk  shall  be  all  skim  milk 
(including  reconstituted  skim  milk)  and 
butterfat : 

(1)  Disposed  of  in  the  form  of  fluid 
milk  products  except: 

(1)  Fluid  milk  products  classified  as 
Class  II  pursuant  to  paragraph  (b)  (2) , 
(4),  and  (7)  of  this  section,  and 

(ii)  Fluid  milk  products  which  are 
fortified  with  nonfat  milk  solids  shall 
be  Class  I  in  an  amount  equal  only  to 
the  weight  of  an  equal  volume  of  an  un¬ 
fortified  product  of  the  same  butterfat 
content;  and 

(2)  Not  specifically  accounted  for  as 
Class  n  milk; 

3.  Add  a  new  subparagraph  (7)  to 
§  986.41(b)  to  read  as  follows: 

(7)  The  weight  of  skim  milk  in  forti¬ 
fied  fluid  milk  products  which  is  not 
classified  in  subdivision  (a)  (1)  (ii)  of 
this  section. 

§986.50  [Amendment] 

4.  Delete  §  986.50(b)  and  substitute 
therefor  the  following: 

(b)  The  Class  II  price  shall  be  the 
price  for  Class  II  milk  established  under 
Federal  Order  No.  6  regulating  the  han¬ 
dling  of  milk  in  the  Oklahoma  Metro¬ 
politan  marketing  area. 

§986.51  [Amendment] 

5.  In  §  986.51  delete  “4.0  percent” 
wherever  it  appears  and  substitute 
therefor  “3.5  percent.” 

§986.61  [Amendment] 

6.  Add  the  following  sentence  to 
§986.61:  “Such  determination  shall  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  Class  I  sales  dur¬ 
ing  the  month  unless  the  other  market¬ 
ing  area  is  entirely  within  the  State  of 
Texas  and  the  order  regulating  the  area 
provides  that  the  determination  be  made 
on  the  basis  of  a  different  period,  in 
which  case  the  same  period  shall  be  used 
in  this  order”. 

§986.63  [Amendment] 

7.  In  §  986.63(d) ,  delete  “10  days’  pro¬ 
duction”  and  substitute  therefor  “29 
days’  production.” 


§§  986.71,  986.72,  986.73  [Amend- 

ment] 

8.  In  §§  986.71,  986.72  and  986.73  de¬ 
lete  “4.0  percent”  wherever  it  appears 
and  substitute  therefor  “3.5  percent”. 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Sep¬ 
tember  22,  1961. 

James  T.  Ralph, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9260;  Filed  Sept.  26,  1961; 
8:51a.m.] 
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[Docket  No.  AO  262-A7] 

MILK  IN  TEXAS  PANHANDLE 
MARKETING  AREA 

Notice  of  Recommended  Decision  and 
Opportunity  To  File  Written  Excep¬ 
tions  on  Proposed  Amendments  to 
Tentative  Marketing  Agreement 
and  to  Order 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of 
1937,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  601  et  seq.), 
and  the  applicable  rules  of  practice  and 
procedure  governing  the  formulation  of 
marketing  agreements  and  marketing 
orders  (7  CFR  Part  900) ,  notice  is  hereby 
given  of  the  filing  with  the  Hearing  Clerk 
of  this  recommended  decision  of  the  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary,  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  with  respect  to  pro¬ 
posed  amendments  to  the  tentative  mar¬ 
keting  agreement  and  order  regulating 
the  handling  of  milk  in  the  Texas  Pan¬ 
handle  marketing  area.  Interested 
parties  may  file  written  exceptions  to 
this  decision  with  the  Hearing  Clerk, 
United  States  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  Washington  25,  D.C.,  not  later  than 
the  close  of  business  the  5th  day  after 
publication  of  this  decision  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register.  The  exceptions  should 
be  filed  in  quadruplicate. 

Preliminary  statement.  The  hearing 
on  the  record  of  which  the  proposed 
amendments,  as  hereinafter  set  forth,  to 
the  tentative  marketing  agreement  and 
to  the  order,  were  formulated,  was  con¬ 
ducted  at  Amarillo,  Texas,  on  August  28, 
1961,  pursuant  to  notice  thereof  which 
was  issued  August  18,  1961  (26  F.R. 
7836). 

The  material  issue  on  the  record  of 
the  hearing  relates  to  revision  of  the 
order  provisions  to  provide  a  temporary 
lower  pricing  for  milk  used  to  produce 
Cheddar  cheese. 

Findings  and  conclusions.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  findings  and  conclusions  on  the 
material  issue  are  based  on  the  evidence 
presented  at  the  hearing  and  the  record 
thereof : 

The  order  should  be  amended  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  lower  pricing  for  milk  used  to 
produce  Cheddar  cheese  through  Febru¬ 
ary  1962.  The  price  for  milk  so  utilized 
should  be  determined  by  multiplying  by 
9  the  average  daily  prices  paid  per  pound 
of  cheese  at  Wisconsin  Primary  markets 
(“Cheddars”  f.o.b.  Wisconsin — assem¬ 
bling  points,  cars  or  truckloads)  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Department  for  the  month 
and  rounded  to  the  nearest  tenth  of  a 
cent. 


Under  the  present  order  provisions 
milk  disposed  of  for  other  than  Class  I 
(fluid  uses)  is  classified  as  Class  n  milk. 
Such  milk  is  priced  during  the  months 
of  July  through  February  on  the  basis 
of  a  formula  reflecting  the  Chicago  but¬ 
ter  price  and  the  price  of  nonfat  dry 
milk  (spray  and  roller  process)  f.o.b. 
manufacturing  plants  in  the  Chicago 
area.  During  the  months  of  March, 
April,  May,  and  June  this  price  is  reduced 
by  13  cents. 

The  North  Texas  Producers  Associa¬ 
tion  proposed  a  separate  classification 
and  pricing  for  milk  disposed  of  in  the 
manufacture  of  Cheddar  cheese  at  the 
level  herein  recommended  for  the  period 
through  the  flush  production  months  of 
1962.  In  support  of  their  proposal  pro¬ 
ducers  pointed  out  that  the  association 
handles  the  bulk  of  the  market’s  reserve 
supply,  that  because  of  unusually  favor¬ 
able  weather  conditions  the  level  of  pro¬ 
duction  is  substantial  above  normal,  and 
that  the  only  manufacturing  outlets 
available  to  the  association  are  Cheddar 
cheese  plants  located  in  Oklahoma, 
which  plants  are  currently  paying  prices 
well  below  the  order  Class  n  price.  Be¬ 
cause  of  this  situation,  the  association 
is  currently  incurring  a  loss  of  16  cents 
per  hundredweight,  exclusive  of  addi¬ 
tional  handling  and  hauling  costs,  on  all 
milk  sold  to  such  cheese  plants.  Propo¬ 
nents  further  pointed  out  that  produc¬ 
tion  conditions  throughout  the  southwest 
have  been  extremely  favorable  and  ac-  * 
cordingly  they  foresee  no  probability  of 
any  significant  increase  in  the  local 
cheese  plant  pay  prices  during  the  fall 
and  winter  months  ahead. 

Producers  on  the  Texas  Panhandle 
market  are  producing  milk  for  the  fluid 
market.  Because  of  the  month-to- 
month  and  day-to-day  variations  in  pro¬ 
duction  and  Class  I  sales,  the  market 
must  maintain  a  reasonable  reserve 
supply  even  in  the  shortest  production 
months.  Such  milk  in  excess  of  Class  I 
needs  must  necessarily  be  disposed  of  in 
lower  valued  manufacturing  uses.  To 
the  extent  that  the  market’s  reserve  sup¬ 
ply  does  not  exceed  that  necessary  to 
assure  a  year-round  supply  for  the  fluid 
market  any  losses  incurred  by  handlers 
in  the  disposition  of  such  reserves  may 
be  included  as  a  cost  against  the  fluid 
operations. 

It  is  not  intended  that  the  level  of 
surplus  pricing  under  the  order  should 
be  sufficiently  low  to  assure  the  most  in¬ 
efficient  plant  operator  at  least  a  break¬ 
even  price.  Too  low  a  Class  II  pricing 
would  encourage  plants  to  associate  with 
the  pool  solely  for  the  purpose  of  re¬ 
taining  an  assured  milk  supply  for  man¬ 
ufacturing  uses.  On  the  other  hand,  too 
high  a  Class  n  price  may  discourage 
handlers  from  accepting  milk  for  other 
than  Class  I  use  and  may  create  disor¬ 
derly  marketing  conditions  which  it  is 
the  purpose  of  the  order  to  prevent. 

There  is  no  indication  that  the  exist¬ 
ing  Class  n  price  under  the  order  is  too 
high.  To  the  contrary,  to  the  extent  that 
the  cost  of  alternative  supplies  are  re¬ 
flected  in  Midwest  condensery  pay  prices 
introduced  in  the  record,  it  seems  likely 
that  the  price  level  is  somewhat  below 
the  cost  of  procuring  alternative  sup- 
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plies.  Proprietary  handlers  in  the  Texas 
Panhandle  market  have  only  limited 
need  for  milk  for  other  than  Class  I  use. 
Only  one  local  handler  operates  any  siz¬ 
able  manufacturing  facility  and  its  capa¬ 
city  is  too  limited  to  handle  the  bulk  of 
the  market’s  current  reserve  supply. 
Hence,  the  burden  of  marketing  the  mar¬ 
ket’s  surplus  or  reserve  supply  neces¬ 
sarily  falls  on  the  proponent  cooperative 
association  whose  membership  includes 
the  majority  of  the  producers  on  the 
local  market.  Under  normal  circum¬ 
stances  the  cooperative  has  been  able  to 
dispose  of  this  milk  to  local  cheese  man¬ 
ufacturing  plants  at  prices  favorably  re¬ 
lated  to  the  regular  Class  n  price. 

The  unusually  favorable  weather  con¬ 
ditions  which  have  prevailed  in  the 
Texas  Panhandle  production  area  have 
brought  forth  unprecedented  milk  pro¬ 
duction.  Similar  production  conditions 
have  generally  extended  into  adjacent 
markets  with  the  result  that  manufac¬ 
turing  facilities  throughout  this  area 
have  been  running  at  capacity  and  local 
cheese  plants,  which  are  the  only  avail¬ 
able  outlets  for  the  market’s  excess  milk 
have  reduced  their  pay  prices,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  recent  increase  in  cheese 
support  price  levels.  While  the  record 
does  not  reveal  the  added  handling  and 
hauling  costs  that  the  cooperative  incurs 
in  moving  milk  to  the  available  cheese 
plants,  primarily  those  located  at  Chick- 
asha  and  Mangum,  Oklahoma,  it  is  likely 
that  at  the  existing  average  pay  price 
of  $3.36  per  hundredweight  f.o.b.  plant 
for  milk  of  4.0  percent  butterfat  which 
the  cooperative  receives  for  such  milk, 
the  price  herein  proposed  will  at  least 
no  more  than  permit  the  cooperative  to 
break  even  on  that  milk  disposed  of  for 
Cheddar  cheese. 

It  cannot  be  predicted  with  any  pre¬ 
cision  what  prices  the  local  cheese  plant 
will  in  fact  pay  during  the  months  ahead. 
Nevertheless,  under  the  existing  surplus 
milk  situation  it  is  unlikely  that  their 
pay  prices  will  increase  significantly  in 
relation  to  the  order  Class  II  price  in  the 
months  immediately  ahead. 

Production  has  been  running  at  a  very 
high  level  in  the  market  in  relation  to 
Class  I  use  for  almost  a  year.  However, 
until  July  the  association  was  able  to 
divert  milk  to  Cheddar  cheese  plants 
without  undue  cost  at  the  regular  Class 
n  price.  During  the  period  March 
through  June  this  situation  was  imple¬ 
mented  by  the  fact  that  the  Class  II 
price  under  the  order  was  below  the  level 
established  for  other  months  of  the 
year.  The  seasonal  price  increase  which 
occurred  in  July  and  the  increase  in  sup¬ 
port  levels  for  nonfat  dry  milk  and  Ched¬ 
dar  cheese  effective  July  18,  signifi¬ 
cantly  increased  the  Class  II  price  for 
July.  It  must  l?e  presumed  that  during 
the  forthcoming  fall  and  winter  months 
the  Class  II  price  under  the  order  will 
closely  follow  normal  seasonal  changes. 
Under  these  circumstances  it  is  apparent 
that  without  some  relief  the  cooperative 
will  continue  to  incur  a  serious  financial 
burden  in  the  handling  of  the  market’s 
surplus  milk. 

It  is  the  purpose  of  the  marketwide 
pool  that  all  of  the  dairy  farmers  hold¬ 
ing  producer  status  under  the  order  shall 
share  equitably  in  the  sale  of  milk  for 


the  market’s  Class  I  needs  as  well  as  in 
carrying  the  burden  of  the  market’s  re¬ 
serve  supply.  Unless  a  lower  pricing  for 
milk  disposed  of  for  Cheddar  cheese  is 
provided  the  producers  who  are  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  cooperative  association  han¬ 
dling  the  market’s  surplus  will  continue 
to  bear  a  disproportionate  cost  in  carry¬ 
ing  this  surplus. 

While  producers  requested  that  the 
temporary  lower  pricing  be  provided  at 
least  through  June  1962,  it  is  not  appar¬ 
ent  that  they  will  incur  undue  cost  in 
the  handling  of  surplus  milk  under  the 
lower  Class  II  pricing  provided  by  the 
order  for  the  months  of  March  through 
June.  Accordingly,  it  is  concluded  that 
the  lower  pricing  requested  should  be 
made  effective  only  for  the  months 
through  February  1962. 

In  view  of  the  temporary  nature  of 
this  proposed  action  it  appears  unneces¬ 
sary  to  make  all  of  the  changes  in  the 
classification,  pricing,  and  allocation 
provisions  requested.  The  effect  of  pro¬ 
ponents’  proposal  may  be  accomplished 
by  providing  in  the  pricing  provisions 
for  an  adjustment  credit  which  would 
apply  on  that  milk  which  it  is  established 
was  utilized  in  the  production  of  Ched¬ 
dar  cheese.  The  amount  of  the  adjust¬ 
ment  on  each  hundredweight  of  milk  so 
utilized  would  be  the  difference  between 
the  announced  Class  H  price  and  a  value 
computed  by  multiplying  by  9  the  price  of 
Cheddars  reported  at  Wisconsin  Primary 
markets.  The  sum  of  the  credits  so 
computed  for  each  handler  would  then 
be  deducted  in  computing  such  handler’s . 
pool  obligation  pursuant  to  §  911.70.  The 
order  language  hereinafter  set  forth  so 
provides. 

No  opposing  testimony  was  offered  at 
the  hearing  relative  to  the  proposal 
under  consideration.  A  brief  was  filed 
on  behalf  of  one  substantial  handler  re¬ 
questing  that  no  change  be  made  in  the 
allocation  provisions  which  would  per¬ 
mit  shrinkage  in  a  Cheddar  cheese 
operation  to  be  priced  at  other  than 
Class  n. 

Cheddar  cheese  is  not  processed  at  any 
pool  plant  under  the  order.  The  shrink¬ 
age  experience  at  a  nonpool  plant  is  not 
considered  in  classifying  milk  diverted 
or  transferred  to  any  plant  under  the 
present  order  provisions  and  no  change 
is  recommended  in  this  regard.  The 
adoption  of  the  suggestions  set  forth  in 
the  brief  would  require  substantive 
changes  in  the  accounting  procedures 
required  by  the  order  which  were  not  a 
matter  of  consideration  at  the  hearing. 

Rulings  on  proposed  findings  and 
conclusions.  A  brief  with  proposed  find¬ 
ings  and  conclusions  was  filed  on  behalf 
of  an  interested  party.  This  brief,  with 
proposed  findings  and  conclusions,  was 
carefully  considered  along  with  the 
evidence  in  the  record  in  making  the 
findings  and  conclusions  set  forth  above. 
To  the  extent  that  the  proposed  findings 
and  conclusions  are  inconsistent  with 
the  findings  and  conclusions  set  forth 
herein,  the  request  to  make  such  findings 
or  reach  such  conclusions  are  denied  for 
the  reasons  previously  stated  in  this 
decision. 

General  findings.  The  findings  and 
determinations  hereinafter  set  forth  are 
supplementary  and  in  addition  to  the 


findings  and  determinations  previous^ 
made  in  connection  with  the  issuance  of 
the  aforesaid  order  and  of  the  previously 
issued  amendments  thereto;  and  all  of 
said  previous  findings  and  determina* 
tions  are  hereby  ratified  and  affirmed 
except  insofar  as  such  findings  and  de 
terminations  may  be  in  conflict  with  the 
findings  and  determinations  set  forth 
herein. 

(a)  The  tentative  marketing  agree¬ 
ment  and  the  order,  as  hereby  proposed 
to  be  amended,  and  all  of  the  terms 
and  conditions  thereof,  will  tend  to  ef¬ 
fectuate  the  declared  policy  of  the  Act* 

(b)  The  parity  prices  of  milk  as  de¬ 
termined  pursuant  to  section  2  of  the 
Act  are  not  reasonable  in  view  of  the 
price  of  feeds,  available  supplies  of  feeds 
and  other  economic  conditions  which 
affect  market  supply  and  demand  for 
milk  in  the  marketing  area,  and  the 
minimum  prices  specified  in  the  proposed 
marketing  agreement  and  the  order,  as 
hereby  proposed  to  be  amended,  are  such 
prices  as  will  reflect  the  aforesaid  fac¬ 
tors,  insure  a  sufficient  quantity  of  pure 
and  wholesome  milk,  and  be  in  the  public 
interest;  and 

(c)  The  tentative  marketing  agree¬ 
ment  and  the  order,  as  hereby  proposed 
to  be  amended,  will  regulate  the  han¬ 
dling  of  milk  in  the  same  manner  as,  and 
will  be  applicable  only  to  persons  in  the 
respective  classes  of  industrial  and  com¬ 
mercial  activity  specified  in,  a  marketing 
agreement  upon  which  a  hearing  has 
been  held. 

Recommended  marketing  agreement 
and  order  amending  the  order.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  order  amending  the  order  regu¬ 
lating  the  handling  of  milk  in  the  Texas 
Panhandle  marketing  area  is  recom-  # 
mended  as  the  detailed  and  appropriate  * 
means  by  which  the  foregoing  conclu¬ 
sions  may  be  carried  out.  The  recom¬ 
mended  marketing  agreement  is  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  decision  because  the 
regulatory  provisions  thereof  would  be 
the  same  as  those  contained  in  the  order, 
as  hereby  proposed  to  be  amended. 

1.  Add  a  new  §  911.55  immediately 
following  §  911.54  to  read  as  follows: 

§911.55  Cheddar  cheese  credit. 

On  and  after  the  effective  date 
hereof  through  February  1962,  any  milk 
used  to  produce  Cheddar  cheese  or  trans¬ 
ferred  in  the  form  of  milk  from  a  pool 
plant  to  a  nonpool  plant  and  there  used 
to  produce  Cheddar  cheese  shall  be  as¬ 
signed  to  such  use  by  the  market  admin¬ 
istrator  and  shall  be  subject  to  a  credit 
computed  as  follows;  Multiply  the  rate 
by  which  thp  per  hundredweight  Class 
II  price  for  milk  containing  4.0  percent 
butterfat  exceeds  the  amount  (rounded 
to  the  nearest  tenth  of  a  cent)  obtained 
by  multiplying  by  9.0  the  average  of  the 
daily  prices  paid  per  pound  of  cheese 
at  Wisconsin  Primary  markets  (“Ched¬ 
dars”  f.o.b.  Wisconsin  assembling  points, 
cars  or  truckloads)  as  reported  by  the 
Department  during  the  month,  by  the 
hundredweight  of  Class  II  milk  not  in 
excess  of  the  combined  volume  of  skim 
milk  and  butterfat  remaining  after  the 
computation  specified  in  §  911.46(a)  (7) 
and  the  corresponding  step  of  §  911.46 
(b)  less  any  overage  deducted  pursuant 
to  §  911.46(a)  (9)  and  the  corresponding 
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0f  §  911.46(b),  which  was  either 
to  produce  Cheddar  cheese  or  trans¬ 
fixed  in  the  form  of  milk  from  a  pool 
int  to  a  nonpool  plant  and  there  used 
?  m-oduce  Cheddar  cheese:  Provided, 
That  in  the  event  the  plant  at  which 
rheddar  cheese  was  produced  also  re¬ 
vived  milk  to  be  classified  and  priced 
mder  some  other  Federal  order (s)  on 
the  basis  of  its  specific  use  in  Cheddar 
rheese  and  the  volume  of  milk  so  used 
‘uch  plant  was  less  than  the  combined 
relume  of  milk  to  be  so  classified  and 
oriced  under  this  and  such  other  or- 
der(s) ,  then  the  hundredweight  of  milk 
to  which  this  paragraph  is  applicable 
shall  be  the  volume  of  milk  to  be  so 
classified  and  priced  under  this  order 
ratably  reduced  along  with  milk  to  be 
so  classified  and  priced  under  the  other 
order  (s)  on  the  basis  of  specific  use  in 
Cheddar  cheese  so  that  the  total  volume 
of  milk  classified  and  priced  under  all 
milk  marketing  orders  on  the  basis  of 
specific  use  in  Cheddar  cheese  shall  not 
exceed  the  volume  of  milk  used  in  such 
plant  to  produce  Cheddar  cheese. 

§  91 1.70  [  Amendment  ] 

2.  Add  a  new  paragraph  (e)  at  the 
end  of  5  911.70  to  read  as  follows: 

(e)  Deduct  the  amount  of  any  credits 
computed  for  such  handler  pursuant  to 
§  911.55. 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on:  Sep¬ 
tember  22, 1961. 

James  T.  Ralph, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

[Pit.  Doc.  61-9262;  Filed,  Sept.  ’26,  1961; 

8:51  a.m.] 
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MILK  IN  NORTH  TEXAS 
MARKETING  AREA 

Notice  of  Recommended  Decision  and 
Opportunity  to  File  Written  Excep¬ 
tions  on  Proposed  Amendments  to 
Tentative  Marketing  Agreement 
and  to  Order 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act 
of  1937,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  601  et 
seq.),  and  the  applicable  rules  of  prac¬ 
tice  and  procedure  governing  the  for¬ 
mulation  of  marketing  agreements  and 
marketing  orders  (7  CFR  Part  900) ,  no¬ 
tice  is  hereby  given  of  the  filing  with  the 
Hearing  Clerk  of  this  recommended  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Assistant  Secretary,  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture,  with 
respect  to  proposed  amendments  to  the 
tentative  marketing  agreement  and  or¬ 
der  regulating  the  handling  of  milk  in 
the  North  Texas  marketing  area.  In¬ 
terested  parties  may  file  written  excep¬ 
tions  to  this  decision  with  the  Hearing 
Clerk,  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Washington  25,  D.C.,  not 
later  than  the  close  of  business  the  5th 
day  after  publication  of  this  decision  in 
the  Federal  Register.  The  exceptions 
should  be  filed  in  quadruplicate. 

Preliminary  statement.  The  hearing 
on  the  record  of  which  the  proposed 
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amendments,  as  hereinafter  set  forth,  i 
to  the  tentative  marketing  agreement 
and  to  the  order,  were  formulated,  was 
conducted  at  Dallas,  Texas,  on  August 
29,  1961,  pursuant  to  notice  thereof 
which  was  issued  August  18,  1961  (26 
F.R. 7837) . 

The  material  issue  on  the  record  of  the 
hearing  relates  to  revision  of  the  order 
provisions  to  provide  a  temporary  lower 
pricing  for  milk  used  to  produce  Cheddar 
cheese. 

Findings  and  conclusions.  The  follow¬ 
ing  findings  and  conclusions  on  the 
material  issue  are  based  on  the  evidence 
presented  at  the  hearing  and  the  record 
thereof : 

The  order  should  be  amended  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  lower  pricing  for  milk  used  to 
produce  Cheddar  cheese  through  March 
1962.  The  price  for  milk  so  utilized 
should  be  determined  by  multiplying  by 
9  the  average  daily  prices  paid  per  pound 
of  cheese  at  Wisconsin  Primary  markets 
(“Cheddars”  f.o.b.  Wisconsin — assem¬ 
bling  points,  cars  or  truckloads)  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Department  for  the  month 
and  rounded  to  the  nearest  tenth  of  a 
cent. 

Under  the  present  order  provisions 
milk  disposed  of  for  other  than  Class  I 
(fluid)  uses  is  classified  as  Class  H  and 
is  priced  at  the  higher  of  the  prices  com¬ 
puted  on  the  basis  of  a  butter-powder 
formula  or  on  the  basis  of  a  Cheddar 
cheese  formula.  However,  during  the 
months  of  April,  May,  and  June  the  com¬ 
putation  on  the  basis  of  the  butter-pow¬ 
der  formula  is  reduced  by  14  cents.  The 
value  computed  on  the  basis  of  the  Ched¬ 
dar  cheese  formula  has  never  been  the 
effective  price  and  there  is  little  likeli¬ 
hood  that  this  could  ever  occur. 

The  North  Texas  Producers  Associa¬ 
tion,  which  represents  nearly  85  percent 
of  the  producers  on  the  market,  pro¬ 
posed  a  separate  classification  and  lower 
pricing  for  milk  disposed  of  in  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  Cheddar  cheese  for  the  period 
through  the  flush  production  months  of 
1962,  at  the  level  herein  recommended. 
In  support  of  their  proposal  producers 
pointed  out  that  the  association  handles 
the  bulk  of  the  market’s  reserve  supply. 
Because  of  unusually  favorable  weather 
conditions  the  level  of  production  is 
running  substantially  above  normal  and 
the  association’s  two  manufacturing 
plants  have  insufficient  capacity  to  han¬ 
dle  the  existing  surplus.  Accordingly, 
it  has  been  forced  to  move  very  substan¬ 
tial  quantities  of  milk  to  Cheddar  cheese 
manufacturing  plants  at  prices  well  be¬ 
low  the  existing  Class  II  price.  Because 
of  this  situation  the  association  is  cur¬ 
rently  incurring  a  loss  of  22  cents  per 
hundredweight,  exclusive  of  additional 
handling  and  hauling,  on  all  milk  sold 
to  such  cheese  plants.  Proponents  fur¬ 
ther  pointed  out  that  production  condi¬ 
tions  throughout  the  Southwest  have 
been  extremely  favorable  and  according¬ 
ly  they  foresee  no  probability  of  any 
significant  increase  in  the  prices  which 
the  local  cheese  plants  will  pay  during 
the  fall  and  winter  months  ahead. 

Proponents  indicated  that  they  are 
preparing  to  increase  the  capacity  of 
their  manufacturing  plants  but  foresee 
no  likelihood  that  additional  facilities 


can  be  put  into  operation  before  the 
flush  production  months  of  1962.  How¬ 
ever,  when  additional  facilities  have  been 
installed  they  anticipate  no  need  for 
reliance  on  local  cheese  plants  as  surplus 
outlets  and  hence  no  need  for  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  lower  pricing  requested. 

Production  has  been  running  at  a  very 
high  level  in  the  market  in  relation  to 
Class  I  uses  over  an  extended  period  of 
time.  However,  until  July  the  associa¬ 
tion  was  able  to  move  milk  to  Cheddar 
cheese  plants  without  undue  cost  at  the 
regular  Class  n  price.  During  the 
months  of  April  through  June  this  sit¬ 
uation  was  implemented  by  the  fact  that 
the  Class  n  price  under  the  order  was 
14  cents  below  the  level  established  in 
other  months  of  the  year.  The  seasonal 
price  increase  which  occurred  in  July, 
together  with  the  increase  in  support 
levels  for  nonfat  dry  milk  and  Cheddar 
cheese  effective  July  18,  significantly  in¬ 
creased  the  Class  n  price  for  July.  It 
must  be  presumed  that  during  the  forth¬ 
coming  fall  and  winter  months  the  Class 
II  price  under  the  order  will  adjust  from 
the  July  price  in  a  normal  seasonal  pat¬ 
tern.  While  it  cannot  be  predicted  with 
any  precision  what  prices  the  local  cheese 
plants  will,  in  fact,  pay  during  the 
months  ahead,  nevertheless,  under  the 
existing  surplus  milk  situation  it  is  un¬ 
likely  that  their  pay  prices  will  increase 
significantly  in  relation  to  the  order 
Class  n  price. 

The  record  does  not  reveal  the  extent 
of  additional  handling  and  hauling  costs 
which  the  cooperative  incurs  in  moving 
milk  to  available  cheese  plants.  Never¬ 
theless,  it  is  apparent  that  the  22  cents 
difference  between  the  order  Class  II 
price  for  July  and  the  $3.30  price  which 
cheese  plants  paid  the  cooperative  in 
July  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the 
costs  incurred  by  the  cooperative  in  dis¬ 
posing  of  milk  for  Cheddar  cheese. 

It  is  the  purpose  of  the  marketwide 
pool  that  all  the  dairy  farmers  holding 
producer  status  under  the  order  shall 
share  equitably  in  the  proceeds  from  the 
sale  of  milk  for  Class  I  uses  as  well  as 
in  carrying  the  burden  of  the  market’s 
reserve  supply.  Unless  a  lower  pricing 
is  provided  for  milk  disposed  of  for 
Cheddar  cheese  the  producers  who  are 
members  of  the  cooperative  association 
handling  the  bulk  of  the  market’s  reserve 
supply  will  bear  a  disproportionate  cost 
in  the  marketing  of  this  reserve.  The 
pricing  herein  recommended  will  sub¬ 
stantially  alleviate  the  association  of  the 
disproportionate  costs  which  its  mem¬ 
bers  are  bearing  in  handling  the  market’s 
surplus  milk. 

It  would  be  inappropriate  to  encourage 
the  disposition  of  producer  milk  into 
Cheddar  cheese  channels  if  such  dispo¬ 
sition  does  not  return  prices  as  favorable 
as  other  manufactured  milk  products. 
The  cooperative  association  has  assumed 
the  responsibility  for  handling  the  mar¬ 
ket’s  reserve  supply.  The  best  interest 
of  its  producer  members  and  of  the  mar¬ 
ket  as  a  whole  can  be  served  only  if 
the  cooperative  establishes  or  seeks  out¬ 
lets  for  that  milk  in  excess  of  the  mar¬ 
ket’s  fluid  requirements  which  will 
return  the  full  use  value  of  the  milk. 
It  is  apparent  from  the  testimony  offered 
at  the  hearing  that  this  -is  the  coopera- 
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tive’s  long  run  program.  However,  the 
rapidity  and  extent  with  which  the 
present  surplus  situation  has  developed 
has  not  permitted  development  of  ade¬ 
quate  manufacturing  facilities  locally. 
Confronted  with  limited  processing  facil¬ 
ities  and  an  unusually  large  milk  pro¬ 
duction,  the  cooperative  has  been  forced 
to  market  that  milk  in  excess  of  its 
manufacturing  plant  capacities  in  the 
only  available  alternative  outlets — Ched¬ 
dar  cheese  plants  at  Bonham,  Texas, 
Sulphur,  Oklahoma  and  Stephenville, 
Texas.  Because,  of  the  plentiful  supply 
situation  and  limited  available  manu¬ 
facturing  facilities  these  plants  have 
depressed  their  pay  prices  and  the 
cooperative  has  no  immediate  alterna¬ 
tive  but  to  market  a  substantial  portion 
of  the  market’s  surplus  at  these 
depressed  prices.  In  recognition  of  this 
situation  and  to  provide  reasonable  time 
in  which  to  develop  alternative  outlets 
it  is  necessary  that  the  action  herein 
recommended  be  taken. 

While  the  cooperative  requested  that 
the  temporary  lower  pricing  be  provided 
at  least  through  June  1962,  it  is  not 
apparent  that  it  will  incur  undue  cost 
in  the  handling  of  surplus  milk  under  the 
lower  Class  II  pricing  provided  by  the 
order  for  the  months  of  April  through 
June.  Accordingly,  it  is  concluded  that 
the  lower  pricing  requested  should  be 
made  effective  only  for  the  months 
through  March  1962. 

In  view  of  the  temporary  nature  of 
the  proposed  action  it  is  unnecessary  to 
make  all  of  the  changes  in  the  classifica¬ 
tion,  pricing  and  allocation  provisions 
requested.  The  effect  of  proponent’s 
proposal  may  be  accomplished  by  pro¬ 
viding  in  the  pricing  provisions  for  an 
adjustment  credit  which  would  apply  on 
that  milk  which  it  is  established,  was 
utilized  in  the  production  of  Cheddar 
cheese.  The  amount  of  the  adjustment 
on  each  hundredweight  of  milk  so 
utilized  would  be  the  difference  between 
the  announced  Class  II  price  and  a  value 
computed  by  multiplying  by  9  the  price 
of  Cheddars  reported  at  Wisconsin  Pri¬ 
mary  markets.  The  sum  of  .the  credits 
so  computed  for  each  handler  would  then 
be  deducted  in  computing  such  handler’s 
pool  obligation  pursuant  to  §  943.70. 
The  order  language  hereinafter  set.forth 
so  provides. 

One  proprietary  handler  opposed  the 
lower  pricing  herein  recommended  con¬ 
tending  that  it  would  reduce  returns -to 
nonmember  producers  and  increase  re¬ 
turns  to  member  producers  through  in¬ 
creased  equities  in  the  association.  As 
indicated  earlier,  it  is  the  intent  of  the 
marketwide  pool  that  all  producers  shall 
share  equally  in  the  returns  from  total 
market  sales  of  fluid  milk  as  well  as  in 
the  burden  of  carrying  the  market’s  re¬ 
serve  suply.  Under  the  existing  situa¬ 
tion  the  burden  of  handling  the  market’s 
surplus  or  reserve  supply  has  fallen  on 
the  proponent  cooperative  association 
whose  membership  includes  nearly  85 
percent  of  the  producers  on  the  local 
market.  The  action  herein  recom¬ 
mended  will  assure  more  equitable  shar¬ 
ing  of  this  burden  among  all  producers 
for  a  limited  period  when  cheese  plants 
paying  depressed  prices  are  the  only  al¬ 


ternative  outlets  for  much  of  the  mar¬ 
ket’s  surplus. 

Rulings  on  proposed  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions.  A  brief  with  proposed  findings 
and  conclusions  was  filed  on  behalf  of 
certain  interested  parties.  This  brief 
and  proposed  findings  and  conclusions 
was  carefully  considered  along  with  the 
evidence  in  the  record  in  making  the 
findings  and  conclusions  set  forth  above. 
To  the  extent  that  the  proposed  findings 
and  conclusions  are  inconsistent  with  the 
findings  and  conclusions  set  forth  herein, 
the  request  to  make  such  findings  or 
reach  such  conclusions  are  denied  for 
the  reasons  previously  stated  in  this 
decision. 

General  findings.  The  findings  and 
determinations  hereinafter  set  forth  are 
supplementary  and  in  addition  to  the 
findings  and  determinations  previously 
made  in  connection  with  the  issuance  of 
the  aforesaid  order  and  of  the  previously 
issued  amendments  thereto;  and  all  of 
said  previous  findings  and  determina¬ 
tions  are  hereby  ratified  and  affirmed, 
except  insofar  as  such  findings  and  de¬ 
terminations  may  be  in  conflict  with  the 
findings  and  determinations  set  forth 
herein. 

(a)  The  tentative  marketing  agree¬ 
ment  and  the  order,  as  hereby  proposed 
to  be  amended,  and  all  of  the  terms  and 
conditions  thereof,  will  tend  to  effectuate 
the  declared  policy  of  the  Act; 

(b)  The  parity  prices  of  milk  as  de¬ 
termined  pursuant  to  section  2  of  the 
Act  are  not  reasonable  in  view  of  the 
price  of  feeds,  available  supplies  of  feeds, 
and  other  economic  conditions  which 
affect  market  supply  and  demand  for 
milk  in  the  marketing  area,  and  the  min¬ 
imum  prices  specified  in  the  proposed 
marketing  agreement  and  the  order,  as 
hereby  proposed  to  be  amended,  are  such 
prices  as  will  reflect  the  aforesaid  fac¬ 
tors,  insure  a  sufficient  quantity  of  pure 
and  wholesome  milk,  and  be  in  the  public 
interest;  and 

(c)  The  tentative  marketing  agree¬ 
ment  and  the  order,  as  hereby  proposed 
to  be  amended,  will  regulate  the  han¬ 
dling  of  milk  in  the  same  manner  as,  and 
will  be  applicable  only  to  persons  in  the 
respective  classes  of  industrial  and  com¬ 
mercial  activity  specified  in,  a  market¬ 
ing  agreement  upon  which  a  hearing  has 
been  held. 

Recommended  marketing  agreement 
and  order, amending  the  order.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  order  amending  the  order  regu¬ 
lating  the  handling  of  milk  in  the  North 
Texas  marketing  area  is  recommended 
as  the  detailed  and  appropriate  means  by 
which  the  foregoing  conclusions  may  be 
carried  out.  The  recommended  market¬ 
ing  agreement  is  not  included  in  this 
decision  because  the  regulatory  pro¬ 
visions  thereof  would  be  the  same  as 
those  contained  in  the  order,  as  hereby 
proposed  to  be  amended: 

1.  Add  a  new  §  943.54  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  §  943.53  to  read  as  follows: 

§  943.54  Cheddar  cheese  credit. 

On  and  after  the  effective  date  hereof 
through  March  1962,  any  milk  used  to 
produce  Cheddar  cheese  or  transferred 
in  the  form  of  milk  from  a  pool  plant 
to  a  nonpool  plant  and  there  used  to 


produce  Cheddar  cheese  shall  be  assigned 
to  such  use  by  the  market  administrator 
and  shall  be  subject  to  a  credit  com1 
puted  as  follows:  Multiply  the  rate  bv 
which  the  per  hundred  weight  Class  n 
price  for  milk  containing  4.0  percent 
butterfat  exceeds  the  amount  (rounded 
to  the  nearest  tenth  of  a  cent)  obtained 
by  multiplying  by  9.0  the  average  of  the 
daily  prices  paid  per  pound  of  cheese  at 
Wisconsin  Primary  markets  (“Cheddars” 
f.o.b.  Wisconsin  assembling  points,  car* 
or  truckloads)  as  reported  by  the  De¬ 
partment  during  the  month,  by  the  hun- 
dredweight  of  Class  II  milk  not  in  excess 
of  the  combined  volume  of  skim  milk  and 
butterfat  remaining  after  the  compute- 
tion  specified  in  §  943.46(a)  (8)  and  the 
corresponding  step  of  §  943.46(b)  less 
any  overage  deducted  pursuant  to  5  943 . 
46(a)  (11)  and  the  corresponding  step 
of  §  943.46(b),  which  was  either  used  to 
produce  Cheddar  cheese  or  transferred  in 
the  form  of  milk  from  a  pool  plant  to  a 
nonpool  plant  and  there  used  to  produce 
Cheddar  cheese:  Provided,  That  in  the 
event  the  plant  at  which  Cheddar  cheese 
was  produced  also  received  milk  to  be 
classified  and  priced  under  some  other 
Federal  order  (s)  on  the  basis  of  its  spe¬ 
cific  use  in  Cheddar  cheese  and  the  vol¬ 
ume  of  milk  so  used  in  such  plant  was 
less  than  the  combined  volume  of  milk  to 
be  so  classified  and  priced  under  this 
and  such  other  order(s),  then  the  hun¬ 
dredweight  of  milk  to  which  this  para¬ 
graph  is  applicable  shall  be  the  volume 
of  milk  to  be  so  classified  and  priced 
under  this  order  ratably  reduced  along 
with  milk  to  be  so  classified  and  priced 
under  the  other  order (s)  on  the  basis 
of  specific  use  in  Cheddar  cheese  so  that 
the  total  volume  of  milk  classified  and 
priced  under  all  milk  marketing  orders 
on  the  basis  of  specific  use  in  Cheddar 
cheese  shall  not  exceed  the  volume  of 
milk  used  in  such  plant  to  produce  Ched¬ 
dar  cheese. 

2.  Add  a  new  paragraph  (f )  at  the  end 
of  §  943.70  to  read  as  follows: 

(f)  Deduct  the  amount  of  any  credits 
computed  for  such  handler  pursuant  to 
§  943.54. 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Sep¬ 
tember  22,  1961. 

James  T.  Ralph, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

fF.R.  Doc.  61-9261;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 
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MILK  IN  NORTHEASTERN  OHIO  - 
MARKETING  AREA 

Notice  of  Recommended  Decisions 
and  Opportunity  To  File  Written  Ex¬ 
ceptions  on  Proposed  Amendments 
to  Tentative  Marketing  Agreement 
and  to  Order 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act 
of  1937,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  601  et 
seq.) ,  and  the  applicable  rules  of  prac¬ 
tice  and  procedure  governing  the  formu¬ 
lation  of  marketing  agreements  and 
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Wednesday,  September  27,  1961 

Opting  orders  (7  CFR  Part  900), 
®JL  is  hereby  given  of  the  filing  with 
h  Hearing  Clerk  of  this  recommended 
Vision  with  respect  to  proposed  amend- 
pnts  to  the  tentative  marketing  agree- 
J  t  and  order  regulating  the  handling 
f  milk  in  the  Northeastern  Ohio  market¬ 
eer  area.  Interested  parties  may  file 
"jtten  exceptions  to  this  decision  with 
the  Hearing  Clerk,  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  Washington  2r- 
DC  not  later  than  the  close  of  business 
the  15th  day  after  publication  of  this 
decision  in  the  Federal  Register.  The 
exceptions  should  be  filed  in  quadrupli- 

08 preliminary  statement .'  The  hearing 
on  the  record  of  which  the  proposed 
amendments,  as  hereinafter  set  forth, 
to  the  tentative  marketing  agreement 
and  to  the  order,  were  formulated,  was 
conducted  at  Cleveland,  Ohio,  on  June 
13-15,  1961,  pursuant  to  notice  thereof 
which  was  issued  May  16,  1961  (26  F.R. 
4370). 

The  material  issues  on  the  record  of 
the  hearing  relate  to: 

1.  Expanding  the  marketing  area; 

2.  Revising  pool  plant  requirements; 

3.  The  classification  of  certain  milk 
products  and  the  method  of  accounting 
for  nonfat  solids  added  to  or  contained 
in  “fortified”  and/or  “dietary”  milk 
products ; 

4.  Allocating  transfers  of  fluid  milk 
products  to  nonpool  plants; 

5.  The  method  of  determining  mini¬ 
mum  prices;  the  use  of  a  “Louisville 
plan”  in  distribution  of  returns  to  pro¬ 
ducers;  and  the  pricing  of  producer  milk 
fD.b.  the  farm ;  and 

6.  Revising  the  rate  of  location  ad¬ 
justments  to  handlers  and  producers  and 
the  addition  of  Ashtabula  as  a  basing 
point. 

Findings  and  conclusions.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  findings  and -conclusions  on  the 
material  issues  are  based  on  evidence 
presented  at  the  hearing  and  the  record 
thereof: 

1.  The  marketing  area  should  not  be 
enlarged. 

Expansion  of  the  marketing  area  to 
include  all  of  Tuscarawas  County,  Ohio, 
and  the  cities  of  Coshocton  in  Coshocton 
County  and  Wooster  in  Wayne  County, 
Ohio,  is  not  warranted  on  the  basis  of 
this  record. 

No  evidence  was  offered  in  support  of 
the  proposal  to  include  the  city  of  Co¬ 
shocton  in  Coshocton  County.  There¬ 
fore,  no  action  is  taken  on  this  proposal. 

Proponents  failed  to  show  the  need  to 
add  the  city  of  Wooster  in  Wayne  Coun¬ 
ty  and  the  county  of  Tuscarawas  to  the 
marketing  area.  The  evidence  with  re¬ 
spect  to  disorderly  marketing  was  in¬ 
conclusive.  It  was  alleged  that  unregu¬ 
lated  handlers  bought  milk  from  dairy 
fanners  at  the  blend  price  paid  by  regu¬ 
lated  handlers  rather  than  on  a  clas¬ 
sified  basis.  The  evidence  did  not  show, 
however,  that  unregulated  handlers 
thereby  purchase  milk  for  Class  I  use  at 
a  lesser  price  than  regulated  handlers 
since  it  was  shown  that  at  least  some 
unregulated  plants  utilized  large 
amounts  of  milk  purchased  from  dairy 
fanners  for  manufacturing  purposes. 
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It  is  impossible  from  the  evidence 
available  to  demonstrate  that  regulated 
handlers  are  placed  at  a  competitive  dis¬ 
advantage  in  the  proposed  area  because 
of  the  buying  practices  of  unregulated 
handlers.  The  distribution  of  fluid  milk 
products  on  routes  by  regulated  handlers 
in  the  area  proposed  to  be  added  has 
continued  to  expand  for  some  time  past. 
Although  sales  in  the  city  of  Wooster  and 
Tuscarawas  County  by  regulated  handler 
are  increasing,  unregulated  handlers 
continue  to  distribute  more  than  half 
of  the  fluid  milk  products  disposed  of 
there. 

Dairy  farmers  delivering  to  the  plants 
of  unregulated  handlers  are  not  mem¬ 
bers  of  any  of  the  cooperative  associa¬ 
tions  now  qualified  under  the  order. 
These  dairy  farmers  did,  however,  voice 
their  opposition,  both  individually  and 
through  the  bargaining  cooperative  as¬ 
sociation  which  represents  a  number  of 
them,  to  the  expansion  of  the  marketing 
area.  No  dairy  farmer  supplying  milk 
to  the  unregulated  plants  appeared  in 
support  of  the  proposed  expansion.  It 
is  concluded  that  the  evidence  is  not 
persuasive  of  the  existence  of  disorderly 
marketing  conditions  in  the  area  pro¬ 
posed  and  the  marketing  area,  therefore, 
should  not  be  expanded  on  the  basis  of 
this  record. 

2.  No  change  should  be  made  in  the 
requirements  that  a  supply  plant  must 
meet  to  obtain  pool  status.  The  stand¬ 
ards  with  respect  to  surplus  disposal 
plants  operated  by  cooperative  associa¬ 
tions  whose  member  milk  is  delivered 
to  distributing  plants,  however,  should  be 
modified. 

The  present  order  requires  that  to 
maintain  pool  status  a  supply  plant  must 
ship  to  distributing  plants  an  amount 
equal  to  30  percent  or  more  of  its  re¬ 
ceipts  from  dairy  farmers  during  the 
current  month  or  during  any  period  of 
consecutive  months  ending  with  the 
current  month.  It  was  proposed  that 
the  provision  be  changed  to  require  a 
shipment  of  at  least  30  percent  of  such 
receipts  during  each  month.  The  need 
for  more  stringent  performance  stand¬ 
ards  on  the  part  of  supply  plants  was 
not  demonstrated.  It  is  not  clear  from 
the  evidence  what  supply  plants,  if  any, 
would  be  affected  or  what  effect  such  a 
change  would  have  on  the  existing 
supply.  Moreover,  the  present  provision 
has  not  caused  unstable  marketing  con¬ 
ditions.  For  these  reasons  there  is  no 
need  to  modify  the  present  performance 
standards  for  supply  plants. 

It  was  proposed  that  a  plant  operated 
by  a  cooperative  association  be  pooled 
if,  during  the  immediately  preceding  six- 
month  period,  one-half  of  its  member 
producers’  milk-  had  been  delivered  to 
the  pool  plants  of  other  handlers  instead 
of  twor-thirds  as  presently  required.  The 
order  now  provides  that  a  plant  operated 
by  a  cooperative  association  which  han¬ 
dles  excess  supplies  for  the  market  under 
certain  specified  conditions  shall  remain 
as  a  pool  plant  even  though  it  does  not 
meet  the  requirements  fixed  for  a  supply 
plant.  The  primary  function  of  a  stand¬ 
by  plant  operated  by  a  cooperative  as¬ 
sociation  is  to  balance  the  supply  of  milk 
at  the  distributing  plants  by  supplying 


milk  to  these  plants  when  it  is  needed  for 
fluid  use  and  by  handling  the  milk  pro¬ 
duced  in  excess  of  the  market’s  require¬ 
ments  during  the  flush  production  season 
and  on  weekends. 

It  is  necessary  to  establish  standards 
for  such  plants  which  will  require  their 
continuing  to  function  as  sources  of  sup¬ 
ply  for  the  market  while  insuring  that 
the  member  producers  of  such  associa¬ 
tion  may  maintain  their  status  as  pro¬ 
ducers  under  the  order  when  their  milk 
is  received  at  a  standby  plant  during 
periods  of  flush  production. 

Cooperative  associations  handle  most 
of  the  market’s  reserve  supply.  It  has 
been  the  general  practice  of  the  coopera¬ 
tive  associations  to  direct  to  the  distrib¬ 
uting  plants  as  much  milk  as  was  needed 
for  the  fluid  uses  of  the  market  and  to 
divert  the  remainder  to  surplus  milk 
processing  plants.  Most  of  the  milk  pro¬ 
duced  for  the  market  in  excess  of  the 
fluid  requirements  is  handled  by  coopera¬ 
tive  associations. 

The  shift  to  bulk  tanks  has  caused  a 
considerable  dislocation  of  producers  in 
some  portions  of  the  marketing  area. 
Many  plants  have  discontinued  the  re¬ 
ceipt  of  milk  in  cans.  This  has  deprived 
many  nearby  producers  of  their  normal 
outlet  for  milk.  The  burden  of  handling 
this  milk  which  has  lost  its  market  has 
fallen  on  the  cooperative  associations 
who  receive  it  in  their  plants  and  either 
deliver  it  to  handlers  in  bulk  or  dispose  of 
it  in  manufactured  dairy  products.  Dur¬ 
ing  this  period  of  readjustment  and 
changing  procurement  practices,  pro¬ 
ducers  whose  milk  is  delivered  to  the . 
plants  of  cooperative  associations  should 
not  lose  their  right  to  participate  in  the 
marketwide  pool. 

Under  current  marketing  conditions, 
therefore,  requirements  of  qualification 
of  a  standby  plant  operated  by  a  coopera¬ 
tive  association  should  be  modified  to  re¬ 
quire  that  during  the  preceding  six- 
month  period,  one-half  rather  than 
two-thirds  of  the  producer  milk  of  the 
association,  exclusive  of  that  delivered 
to  other  supply  plants  but  including 
amounts  transferred  to  distributing 
plants,  be  received  at  the  pool  distrib¬ 
uting  plants  of  other  handlers. 

3.  The  classification  provisions  should 
be  revised  to  include  specifically  in  Class 
I,  “dietary  milk  products”  and  milk 
shake  mixes.  It  should  be  provided  fur¬ 
ther  that  these  products  and  other  fluid 
milk  products  which  are  fortified  by  the 
addition  of  nonfat  solids  shall  be  Class 

I  to  the  extent  of  the  actual  volume  of 
the  finished  product,  while  the  skim  milk 
equivalent  of  the  added  solids  shall  be 
classified  as  Class  in.  No  change 
should  be  made  in  the  definition  of  Class 

II  products. 

The  several  proposals  to  combine 
Class  II  and  Class  III  into  one  class  and 
to  classify  “dietary  milk  products”  and 
milk  shake  mixes  as  Class  n  (Class  III 
under  the  present  order)  are  not  justi¬ 
fied  on  the  basis  of  this  record. 

A  handler  stated  that  he  is  consider¬ 
ing  the  distribution  of  milk  shake  mixes 
to  the  retail  trade  in  quart  and  half -pint 
containers.  These  items  will  be  pro¬ 
duced  by  adding  nonfat  solids,  malt,  fla¬ 
voring,  and  perhaps  additional  butterfat 
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to  whole  milk.  The  pertinent  Grade  A 
milk  ordinances  are  such  that  milk 
shake  mix  produced  by  a  handler  will 
be  required  de  facto  to  be  manufactured 
from  Grade  A  milk.  Milk  shake  mixes, 
therefore,  should  be  classified  as  Class  I. 

“Dietary  milk  products”  should  be 
designated  specifically  as  a  fluid  milk 
product  and  classified  as  a  Class  I  item. 
Hitherto,  they  have  been  classified  as 
Class  I  because  they  were  considered  to 
fall  within  the  designation  of  flavored 
milk  drinks. 

The  order,  however,  should  no  longer 
continue  to  price  as  Class  I  all  the  water 
originally  associated  with  the  solids 
which  are  added  to  “fortified”  fluid  milk 
products  including  milk  shake  mixes  and 
“dietary  milk  products”.  It  was  not 
demonstrated  that  under  the  current 
marketing  conditions  the  water  associ¬ 
ated  with  the  solids  used  in  fortification 
displaces  producer  milk  in  Class  I  in 
this  market.  To  maintain  proper  ac¬ 
counting  for  such  items  as  “fortified” 
fluid  milk  products  and  “dietary  milk 
products”,  the  nonfat  solids  added  to 
such  items  should  be  converted  to  their 
skim  milk  equivalent  and  an  amount 
equal  to  the  difference  between  the  skim 
milk  equivalent  of  such  fortified  prod¬ 
ucts  and  the  actual  weight  of  the  prod¬ 
uct  disposed  of  in  fluid  form  should  be 
classified  as  Class  III.  The  skim  milk 
equivalent  of  nonfat  solids  used  in  these 
products  would  likewise  be  considered 
a  receipt  of  other  source  milk.  Through 
the  allocation  procedure  in  the  order 
any  additional  charge  for  the  water 
which  had  been  removed  thus  would  be 
eliminated.  In  the  case  of  reconstituted 
items  produced  by  the  addition  of  water 
to  previously  concentrate^  nonfat  solids, 
the  handler  would  continue  to  be 
charged  for  the  actual  volume  of  prod¬ 
ucts  disposed  of,  including  the  water 
which  had  been  added. 

4.  Allocation  of  transfers  of  fluid  milk 
products  to  nonpool  plants  should  be 
revised. 

The  order  now  permits  transfers  to 
nonpool  plants  within  265  miles  of  the 
Public  Square  in  Cleveland  to  be  classi¬ 
fied  in  any  class  claimed  if  there  is  an 
equivalent  volume  of  milk  used  in  such 
class  in  the  nonpool  plant.  Under  this 
provision  it  is  possible  for  a  nonpool 
plant  to  purchase  producer  milk  from 
the  Northeastern  Ohio  market  and  dis¬ 
pose  of  it  all  as  Grade  A  fluid  milk  in 
Class  I  yet  have  that  milk  accounted  for 
as  Class  m  under  the  order,  if  the  non¬ 
pool  plant  has  utilized  an  equivalent 
amount  of  milk  (manufacturing  grade 
or  otherwise)  in  the  manufacture  of 
Class  III  products.  Such  a  situation 
could  result  in  disorderly  marketing. 

Producers  under  the  Northeastern 
Ohio  order  are  entitled  to  the  Class  I 
price  for  their  milk  when  it  is  disposed 
of  for  Class  I  utilization.  At  the  same 
time  producer  milk  disposed  of  to  a  non¬ 
pool  plant,  and  which  may  be  surplus 
to  the  market’s  needs,  should  not  be 
given  priority  of  classification  in  the 
nonpool  plant  over  Grade  A  milk  re¬ 
ceived  in  such  plant  fromi  dairy  farmers 
who  are  its  regular  and  continuing  source 
of  supply.  To  give  priority  to  producer 
milk  in  such  circumstances  would  be 


unfair  to  the  dairy  farmers  who  have  as¬ 
sumed  the  burden  of  supplying  such  non¬ 
pool  plant  with  its  Grade  A  requirements, 
and  would  also  make  it  difficult  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  excess  milk  to  nonpool  plants 
which  have  Class  I  disposition. 

The  order  should  provide  that  in  as¬ 
signing  classification  in  the  nonpool 
plant  priority  for  Class  I  disposition 
should  be  assigned  to  the  Grade  A  milk 
of  the  “dairy  farmers”  who  supply  milk 
to  such  plant.  If  Class  I  disposition  ex¬ 
ceeds  such  Grade  A  receipts  from  dairy 
farmers,  the  remaining  Class  I  sales 
should  be  assigned  to  the  milk  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  Northeastern  Ohio  mar¬ 
ket.  If  milk  is  received  at  the  nonpool 
plant  from  more  than  one  pool  plant  or 
from  other  plants  which  are  pool  plants 
under  other  orders,  any  Class  I  disposi¬ 
tion  in  excess  of  the  nonpool  plant’s 
Grade  A  receipts  from  dairy  farmers 
should  be  prorated  among  the  receipts 
from  all  the  plants  which  are  pool  plants 
under  this  or  other  Federal  marketing 
orders. 

5.  The  basic  formula  should  be  revised 
and  the  Class  I  price  should  be  an¬ 
nounced  currently.  No  change  should 
be  made,  however,  in  either  the  Class  I 
differential  or  the  method  of  distribut¬ 
ing  returns  to  producers. 

The  Class  I  price  should  be  determined 
by  using  the  basic  formula  price  for  the 
preceding  month  rather  than  the  cur¬ 
rent  month.  This  will  permit  the  Class 
I  price  to  be  announced  by  the  6th  day 
of  the  current  month  so  that  handlers 
and  producers  may  know  the  price  of 
Class  I  milk  early  in  the  month  in  which 
the  milk  is  marketed.  Such  a  modifica¬ 
tion  will  not  change,  on  an  annual  basis, 
the  price  of  Class  I  milk  to  either  han¬ 
dlers  or  producers.  The  advance  knowl¬ 
edge  with  respect  to  the  Class  I  price 
should  be  conducive  to  better  manage¬ 
ment  on  the  part  of  handlers  and  pro¬ 
ducers  and,  thus,  will  lend  itself  to 
stability  in  marketing  conditions.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  following  order  provisions 
have  been  modified.  The  duties  of  the 
market  administrator  are  now  revised  to 
require  the  announcement  of  the  Class  I 
price  and  the  Class  I  butterfat  differen¬ 
tial,  bpth  for  the  current  month,  on  or 
before  the  6th  day  of  each  month.  In 
determining  the  Class  I  price  the  exist¬ 
ing  differentials  should  be  added  to  the 
basic  formula  price  for  the  preceding 
month,  and  the  standard  utilization  per¬ 
centages  used  in  determining  the  amount 
of  the  supply-demand  adjustment  will 
now  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the 
second  and  third  preceding  months 
rather  than  the  two  immediately  pre¬ 
ceding  months. 

The  paying  price  of  midwest  con- 
denseries  is  one  of  the  two  alternative 
methods  now  used  in  the  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  value  of  milk  used  for  manu¬ 
facturing.  Seven  plants  located  in  Wis¬ 
consin  and  three  plants  located  in  Mich¬ 
igan  currently  make  up  the  total  number 
of  condenseries  now  reporting.  Origi¬ 
nally  prices  were  received  from  18  plants 
but  eight  of  them  have  now  ceased  op¬ 
erating,  two  of  them  since  the  order  was 
last  revised.  The  names  of  these  plants 
should  be  stricken  from  the  list. 


It  was  suggested  by  handlers  that  be 
cause  of  the  small  number  of  condenser' 
ies  reporting,  their  prices  might  noth 
representative  of  the  prices  general] 
paid  for  milk  by  condenseries.  They  pro 
posed  that  the  condensery  pay  price  bp 
deleted  from  the  order  and  that  the  aver 
age  price  paid  for  milk  by  manufactur" 
ing  plants  in  Minnesota  and  Wisconsin 
be  used  in  its  stead.  The  Department 
has  had  under  consideration  for  a  con1 
siderable  period  of  time  the  use  of  this 
price  series  which  is  determined  from 
reports  filed  monthly  with  the  Statis¬ 
tical  Reporting  Service,  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  by  a  large 
number  of  manufacturing  plants  lo¬ 
cated  in  the  States  of  Minnesota  and 
Wisconsin. 

The  operators  of  these  plants  report 
the  total  pounds  and  the  butterfat  con¬ 
tent  of  the  manufacturing  grade  milk 
received  from .  dairy  farmers,  and  the 
total  dollars  paid  to  dairy  farmers  for 
such  milk  at  their  plants.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  will  publish  a  price  that  will  repre¬ 
sent  the  weighted  average  value  of  the 
milk  purchased  from  dairy,  fanners  by 
these  plants  for  manufacturing  purposes. 
This  price  will  be  available  on  a  current 
month  basis  and  will  be  announced  so 
that  the  market  administrator  may 
the  necessary  determinatipn  of  class 
prices  on  or  before  the  6th  day  of  the 
month.  This  price  will  be  announced  at 
the  average  test  of  the  milk  as  delivered 
to  the  manufacturing  plants. 

Although  the  Department  has  been 
publishing  information  on  prices  for  the 
States  of  Minnesota  and  Wisconsin  sep¬ 
arately  for  some  time  it  has  not  yet  pub¬ 
lished  a  price  series  on  an  advanced  time 
basis  of  average  prices  for  manufactur¬ 
ing  milk  for  the  two  States  combined. 
From  the  date  already  available,  how¬ 
ever,  it  is  expected  that  the  Minnesota- 
Wisconsin  price  series  will  be  an  excel¬ 
lent  index  of  the  value  of  milk  for  manu¬ 
facturing  purposes.  Accordingly,  it  has 
been  recommended  herein  that  it  be  sub¬ 
stituted  for  the  midwest  condensery 
price  in  the  Class  III  pricing  formula. 

It  should  not  be  adopted  at  this  time, 
however,  as  a  basis  for  pricing  Class  I 
milk  in  the  Northeastern  Ohio  market. 
Because  of  the  desirability  of  maintain¬ 
ing  a  close  relationship  between  Class  I 
prices  in  neighboring  markets,  the  sub¬ 
stitution  of  the  new  price  series  for  the 
midwestern  condensery  price  should  be 
deferred  until  consideration  can  be  given 
to  making  it  effective  simultaneously  in 
all  the  markets  in  a  region. 

The  level  of  the  Class  I  price  ,and  the 
present  scheme  of  seasonal  prices  should 
be  maintained.  The  proposals  made  by 
handlers  would  maintain  the  present 
Class  I  price  level  but  would  remove  the 
seasonality  in  the  Class  I  prices.  Han¬ 
dlers  pointed  out  that  as  a  result  of 
negotiated  premiums  they  have  been 
paying  a  Class  I  price  that  is  relatively 
stable  throughout  the  year.  Therefore, 
they  argue  that  the  order  should  provide 
a  constant  differential  of  $1.65  per  hun¬ 
dredweight  for  each  month  to  be  added 
to  the  basic  formula  price. 

Handlers  recognized  the  fact  that  the 
order  must  provide  some  seasonal  incen¬ 
tive  to  producers  so  that  they  will  be 
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milk  of  the  actual  butterfat  test  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  plants,  it  will  be  necessary 
to  adjust  the  announced  price  to  reflect 
the  value  of  milk  of  3.5  percent  butter- 
Under  this  fat  content.  This  will  be  done  by  using 
the  Class  III  butterfat  differential  estab¬ 
lished  in  the  order.  However,  until  more 
experience  has  been  gained  in  this  new 
price  series  it  should  also  be  provided 
that  in  no  event  should  the  Class  HI 
price  exceed  the  butter-powder  formula 
price  by  more  than  10  cents.  Such  a 
limitation  would  prevent  the  Class  in 
price  from  being  overly  affected  in  the 
unlikely  event  that  supply-demand  con¬ 
ditions  peculiar  to  a  particular  segment 
of  the  manufactured  milk  industry  were 
to  exert  an  undue  influence  on  the  Min- 
nesota-Wisconsin  price.  Under  the  pro¬ 
visions  as  recommended  herein  the  price 
for  excess  milk  above  the  Class  I  and 
Class  n  needs  in  this  market  will  be 
maintained  at  the  maximum  level  con¬ 
sistent  with  facilitating  the  movement 
of  this  excess  milk  to  manufacturing  out¬ 
lets.  Further,  the  price  as  proposed 
herein  will  more  appropriately  align  the 
Class  III  price  in  this  market  with  the 
prices  established  for  manufacturing 
uses  in  nearby  Federal  order  markets. 

It  was  proposed  that  a  lower  price  be 
established  for  skim  milk  and  butterfat 
used  in  the  manufacture  of  butter  and 
powder.  Handlers  and  cooperative  as¬ 
sociations  have  opportunity  to  dispose 
of  both  skim  milk  and  butterfat  within 
reasonable  distances  for  use  in  ice  cream 
manufacture.  During  some  months  of 
the  year  such  sales  are  a  large  portion 
of  the  total  Class  III  use.  Such  uses 
generally  are  more  remunerative  than 
\  This,  coupled  with 
the  provision  that  the  Class  III  price 


-aged  to  level  the  seasonality  in 
S  oroduction  of  their  herds.  Handlers 
uld  meet  this  situation  by  introduc- 
W‘Vinto  the  order  what  is  often  referred 
J*  the  “Louisville  plan”.  Under  this 
nDOsal  25  cents  per  hundredweight 
mild  be  deducted  from  the  blend  price 
JJ  each  of  the  months  of  April,  May, 
nd  June  and  the  monies  so  deducted 
a“id  be  added  back  during  the  months 

AntnV\nr  onH  Mmrnm  hnr 

of  September, 

No  analysis 


Square  in  Cleveland  and  27.5  miles  or 
more  from  the  nearer  of  the  City  Halls 
in  Akron  or  Canton,  Ohio.  Ashtabula 
is  located  approximately  57  miles  from 
the  Public  Square  in  Cleveland.  At  the 
present  time,  a  plant  at  this  location 
and  the  producers  shipping  to  it  would 
receive  a  location  adjustment  of  13  cents 
per  hundredweight. 

Ashtabula  is  approximately  the  same 
distance  from  Cleveland  as  is  Canton 
and  is  a  populous  urban  area.  Eliminat¬ 
ing  the  location  differential  at  plants 
located  there  will  ease  the  procurement 
problems  of  such  plants  and  will  enable 
them  to  compete  for  supplies  with  plants 
located  in  metropolitan  Cleveland  which 
draw  milk  from  the  same  area.  The 
procurement  area  for  Ashtabula  also 
overlaps  the  procurement  area  for  the 
Youngstown -Warren  market.  Removing 
the  location  differential  on  milk  shipped 
to  Ashtabula  will  bring  the  farm  price 
for  such  milk  more  nearly  in  line  with 
that  of  Youngstown-Warren  producers 
and  will  tend  to  prevent  any  shift  of 
producers  from  Ashtabula  to  the 
Youngstown-Warren  market. 

Therefore  the  order  should  be  revised 
to  provide  that  there  be  no  location  dif¬ 
ferential  on  milk  received  at  a  pool  plant 
or  reload  point  within  27.5  miles  of  the 
City  Hall  in  Ashtabula,  Ohio. 

The  order  presently  provides  for  loca¬ 
tion  adjustment  on  Class  n  utilization. 
Primarily,  Class  H  represents  the  utili¬ 
zation  of  skim  milk  and  butterfat  for 
the  production  of  cottage  cheese.  The 
Class  n  price  is  30  cents  above  the  Class 
IH  price.  Since  the  location  differentials 
applicable  at  some  distant  plants  exceed 
30  cents,  it  is  possible,  under  certain  cir¬ 
cumstances,  for  skim  milk  and  butterfat 
used  to  produce  cottage  cheese  at  pool 
plants  located  ip  Michigan  and  Indiana 
to  be  priced  to  the  handler  at  less  than 
the  Class  in  price.  No  location  adjust¬ 
ments  apply  to  milk  utilized  in  Class  HI. 
Under  no  circumstances  should  pro¬ 
ducers  receive  less  for  milk  used  to  pro¬ 
duce  Class  n  items  than  for  milk  used  to 
produce  manufactured  products.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  it  is  provided  that  the  loca¬ 
tion  differential  on  milk,  used  as  Class 
n  shall  be  limited  so  that  milk  utilized 
in  Class  n  shall  not  be  priced  less  than 
the  Class  III  price.  Class  n  milk  shall 
be  considered  to  have  been  that  which 
waS  received  at  the  country  plants  or 
reload  points  most  distant  from  the 
Public  Square  in  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

The  rates  of  location  adjustment 
credit  now  provided  in  the  order  to  han¬ 
dlers  for  Class  I  and  Class  n  milk  are: 

Cents  per 

Distance:  hundredweight 

40.1- 60  miles  _  13 

60.1- 74  miles _  20 

plus  2  cents  per  hundredweight  for  each 
14  miles  or  fraction  thereof  in  excess  of 
74  miles. 

The  rates  presently  (established  in  the 
order  were  determined  several  years  ago. 
Since  then,  many  changes  have  occurred 
which  affect  the  cost  of  handling  and 
transporting  milk  long  distances.  Road 
conditions  have  improved  and  load  limits 
on  highways  have  been  raised  permitting 
the  movement  of  large  milk  tankers. 
Thus,  milk  which  is  moved  in  much 


October,  and  November. 

_  was  presented  of  the 

imnt  by  which  such  a  proposal  would 
affect  producer  prices  in  relation  to  exist¬ 
ing  prices,  or  of  the  effect  that  it  would 
have  in  leveling  out  production  in  com- 
narison  with  the  present  seasonal  pricing 
plan  or  the  eligible-ineligible  milk  plan 
which  was  recently  terminated. 

producer  groups  were  unanimously 
opposed  to  the  adoption  of  the  “Louis¬ 
ville  plan”  as  a  means  of  distributing  re¬ 
turns  to  producers.  Recognizing  that 
some  incentive  must  be  provided  to  en¬ 
courage  producers  to  decrease  the 
present  seasonality  of  production  of  their 
herds  producer  groups  advocated  that 
the  present  seasonal  pricing  plan  be  re¬ 
tained.  Although  the  “Louisville  plan” 
is  not  recommended  herein  there  remains 
the  need  for  some  plan  to  influence  the 
seasonal  production  pattern  of  pro¬ 
ducers.  Therefore,  no  change  should  be 
made  at  this  time  in  the  present  scheme 
of  seasonal  Class  I  pricing  or  in  the 
method  of  distributing  returns  to  pro¬ 
ducers.  Much  of  the  effectiveness  of  the 
seasonal  pricing  has  been  offset  by  the 
schedule' of  premiums  which  handlers 
have  been  paying  in  recent  months. 

Amendments  to  a  milk  order,  however, 
cannot  be  predicated  on  the  assumption  butter  and  powder, 
that  handlers  will  continue  to  pay  the  t*_:  . 
present  schedule  of  premiums  indefi-  shall  not  exceed  the  butter-powder  price 
nitely.  plus  10  cents,  will  prevent  any  handler 

Handlers  and  producers  offered  sev-  from  suffering  undue  losses  on  his  Class 
eral  proposals  with  respect  to  the  level  HI  utilization.  Therefore,  providing  a 
of  and  the  method  of  determining  the  lower  Class  m  price  for  milk  used  in  but- 
Class  m  price.  The  Class  m  price  is  ter  and  powder  would  remove  the  in¬ 
now  the  basic  formula  price,  which  is  centive  for  both  proprietary  and  cooper- 
the  higher  of  either  the  butter-powder  ative  handlers  to  seek  the  higher  valued 
formula  price  or  the  midwest  condensery  outlets  available  and  could  result  in  low- 
price.  ering  the  returns  to  the  producers  with- 

As  previously  noted  the  midwest  con-  out  a  corresponding  benefit.  The 
denary  price  is  now  based  on  the  prices  adjustment  in  the  Class  III  prices  recom- 
obtained  from  10  plants  located  in  Mich-  mended  herein  will  enable  handlers  to 
igan  and  Wisconsin.  A  large  per-  dispose  of  excess  milk  in  an  orderly 
centage  of  the  excess  supplies  of  this  manner. 

market  is  disposed  of  in  the  form  of  A  dairy  farmer  proposed  that  producer 
powder  and  butter.  There  are  occasions,  milk  should  be  priced  f.o.b.  the  farm, 
such  as  the  fall  of  1960,  when  the  supply  rather  than  f.o.b.  the  pool  plants  as 
and  demand  situation  at  the  condens-  now  provided.  The  supporters  of  this 
eries  is  such  that  their  paying  prices  proposal,  however,  had  given  no  consid- 
do  not  accurately  reflect  the  price  at  eration  as  to  how  this  proposal  might  be 
which  milk  in  excess  of  Class  I  and  Class  effectuated.  They  presented  no  evidence 
D  needs  in  this  market  may  be  disposed  as  to  how  f.o.b.  the  farm  pricing  should 
of  for  manufacturing  purposes.  On  such  be  applied — as  to  how  farms  should  be 
occasions  the  butter — powder  formula  zoned  or  what  differentials'' should  be 
price  has  more  nearly  reflected  the  price  applied  to  farms  at  different  locations, 
at  which  excess  milk  may  be  moved  to  Therefore,  on  the  limited  amount  of 
manufacturing  outlets  when  not  required  testimony  introduced  in  this  record  the 
for  Class  I  purposes.  *  proposal  is  denied. 

So  that  the  Class  in  price  may  accu-  6.  The  rate  of  location  adjustments  to 
rately  reflect  the  nationwide  market  handlers  and  producers  should  be 
for  most  manufactured  dairy  products  changed  and  Ashtabula,  Ohio,  should  be 
the  actual  determination  of  the  Class  HI  added  as  a  basing  point  for  computing 
Price  should  be  based  on  the  average  location  adjustments. 

Price  paid  dairy  farmers  as  determined  The  order  presently  provides  location 
from  the  Minnesota- Wisconsin  price  adjustments  to  handlers  and  producers 
series.  Since  the  Minnesota -Wisconsin  on  milk  received  at  pool  plants  located 
Price  as  announced  will  be  that  paid  for  both  40  miles  or  more  from  the  Public 
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larger  tankers  over  longer  distances  and 
on  a  regular  basis  under  today’s  market¬ 
ing  conditions  can  be  moved  for  less 
than  when  the  present  rates  were  estab¬ 
lished.  For  shorter  distances  there  has 
been  no  material  change  in  the  cost  of 
transporting  milk. 

The  two  cooperative  associations  pro¬ 
posing  a  change  in  the  rate  of  location 
adjustments  transport  on  a  regular 
basis  substantial  quantities  of  milk  from 
supply  plants  located  in  Indiana  and 
Michigan  to  distributing  plants  located 
in  the  Cleveland  Metropolitan  area. 
These  plants  are  located  more  than  200 
miles  from  the  Public  Square  in  Cleve¬ 
land.  The  cost  per  hundredweight  of 
hauling  milk  on  a  regular  scheduled 
daily  basis  from  Goshen,  Indiana,  to 
Cleveland,  Ohio,  is  35  cents.  The  rate 
of  location  adjustment  proposed  herein 
for  a  plant  located  at  Goshen,  Indiana, 
would  be  36  cents.  The  present  rate  for 
this  location  is  42  cents  per  hundred¬ 
weight.  A  handler  with  a  supply  plant 
located  nearly  120  miles  from  Cleveland 
testified  that  the  cost  of  hauling  milk  to 
Cleveland  is  24  cents  per  hundredweight. 
The  proposed  rate  at  this  location  is  25 
cents  per  hundredweight  as  compared 
to  the  present  location  adjustment  of  28 
cents. 

Location  differentials  to  plants  located 
more  than  70  miles  from  the  Public 
Square  in  Cleveland  should  reflect  the 
efficiencies  that  have  resulted  from 
technological  changes  in  the  marketing 
of  milk  in  recent  years.  The  rate  of  lo¬ 
cation  adjustment  should  reflect  the 
most  efficient  means  of  bringing  in  a 
regular  supply  of  producer  milk  to  the 
pool  distributing  plants.  It  is  concluded 
that  the  location  adjustment  that  should 
apply  both  to  handlers  and  producers 
for  milk  received  at  pool  plants  more 
than  70  miles  from  the  Public  Square 
in  Cleveland  should  be  20  cents  per 
hundredweight,  plus  one  cent  for  each 
10  miles  or  fraction  thereof  in  excess  of 
70  miles.  This  rate  for  location  differen¬ 
tials  to  both  handlers  and  producers 
appropriately  reflects  the  cost  of  moving 
milk  into  the  distributing  plants  of  han¬ 
dlers  in  the  Northeastern  Ohio  market¬ 
ing  area  under  both  efficient  and 
economic  conditions. 

Rulings  on  proposed  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions.  Briefs  and  proposed  findings 
and  conclusions  were  filed  on  behalf  of 
certain  interested  parties.  These  briefs, 
proposed  findings  and  conclusions  and 
the  evidence  in  the  record  were  con¬ 
sidered  in  making  the  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions  set  forth  above.  To  the  extent 
that  the  suggested  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions  filed  by  interested  parties  are 
inconsistent  with  the  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions  set  forth  herein,  the  requests 
to  make  such  findings  and  reach  such 
conclusions  are  denied  for  the  reasons 
previously  stated  in.  this  decision. 

General  findings.  The  findings  and 
determinations  hereinafter  set  forth  are 
supplementary  and  in  addition  to  the 
findings  and  determinations  previously 
made  in  connection  with  the  issuance  of 
the  aforesaid  order  and  of  the  previously 
issued  amendments  thereto;  and  all  of 
said  previous  findings  and  determina¬ 
tions  are  hereby  ratified  and  affirmed, 


except  insofar  as  such  findings  and  de¬ 
terminations  may  be  in  conflict  with  the 
findings  and  determinations  set  forth 
herein. 

(a)  The  tentative  marketing  agree¬ 
ment  and  the  order,  as  hereby  proposed 
to  be  amended,  and  all  of  the  terms  and 
conditions  thereof,  will  tend  to  effectuate 
the  declared  policy  of  the  Act; 

(b)  The  parity  prices  of  milk  as  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  section  2  of  the  Act 
are  not  reasonable  in  view  of  the  price 
of  feeds,  available  supplies  of  feeds,  and 
other  economic  conditions  which  affect 
market  supply  and  demand  for  milk  in 
the  marketing  area,  and  the  minimum 
prices  specified  in  the  proposed  market¬ 
ing  agreement  and  the  order,  as  hereby 
proposed  to  be  amended,  are  such  prices 
as  will  reflect  the  aforesaid  factors, 
insure  a  sufficient  quantity  of  pure  and 
wholesome  milk,  and  be  in  the  public 
interest;  and 

(c)  The  tentative  marketing  agree¬ 
ment  and  the  order,  as  hereby  proposed 
to  be  amended,  will  regulate  the  han¬ 
dling  of  milk  in  the  same  manner  as,  and 
will  be  applicable  only  to  persons  in  the 
respective  classes  of  industrial  and  com¬ 
mercial  activity  specified  in,  a  marketing 
agreement  upon  which  a  hearing  has 
been  held. 

Recommended  marketing  agreement 
and  order  amending  the  order.  The 
following  order  amending  the  order 
regulating  the  handling  of  milk  in  the 
Northeastern  Ohio  marketing  area  is 
recommended  as  the  detailed  and  appro¬ 
priate  means  by  which  the  foregoing 
conclusions  may  be  carried  out.  The 
recommended  marketing  agreement  is 
not  included  in  this  decision  because  the 
regulatory  provisions  thereof  would  be 
the  same  as  those  contained  in  the  order, 
as  hereby  proposed  to  be  amended: 

§  975.8  [Amendment] 

1.  Delete  §  975.8(d)  and  substitute: 

(d)  A  plant  located  less  than  40  miles 
from  the  Public  Square  in  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  or  less  than  27.5  miles  from  the 
nearer  of  the  City  Hall  in  Akron,  the  City 
Hall  in  Canton  or  the  City  Hall  in  Ash¬ 
tabula,  Ohio,  operated  by  a  cooperative 
association,  or  associations,  if  one-half 
or  more  of  the  milk  (exclusive  of  that 
received  at  pool  plants  described  in  para¬ 
graphs  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section) 
delivered  during  the  immediately  pre¬ 
ceding  six-month  period  by  producers 
who  are  members  of  such  association (s) 
including  amounts  transferred  from  the 
plant  of  the  cooperative  association,  was 
received  at  the  pool  plants  of  other 
handlers: 

2.  Delete  §  975.12  and  substitute: 

§  975.12  Fluid  milk  product. 

“Fluid  milk  product”  means  milk,  skim 
milk,  buttermilk,  flavored  milk  and 
flavored  milk  drinks  unmodified  or 
“fortified,”  including  “dietary  milk  prod¬ 
ucts”  and  reconstituted  milk  or  skim 
milk;  concentrated  milk  not  in  hermeti¬ 
cally  sealed  cans;  and  cream  and  mix¬ 
tures  of  cream  and  milk  or  skim  milk, 
including  milk  shake  mix,  but  not  in¬ 
cluding  the  following:  frozen  or  sour 
cream,  aerated  cream  products,  eggnog, 
or  ice  cream  and  frozen  dessert  mixes. 


3.  Delete  §  975.18  and  substitute: 

§  975.18  Reload  point. 

“Reload  point”  means  a  location  which 
is  both  more  than  40  miles  from  th* 
Public  Square  in  Cleveland,  Ohio  and 
more  than  27.5  miles  from  the  nearer  a 
the  City  Hall  in  Akron,  the  City  Hall  in 
Canton  or  the  City  Hall  in  Ashtabula 
Ohio,  at  which  facilities  approved  by  the 
appropriate  health  authority  in  the  mar- 
keting  area  for  transfer  of  milk  from 
one  tank  truck  Jo  another  and  for  wash¬ 
ing  of  tank  trucks  are  maintained,  and 
at  which  milk  moved  from  the  farm  in  a 
tank  truck  is  commingled  with  other 
such  milk  before  entering  a  milk  plant 
All  reloading  operations  on  the  premises 
of  a  pool  plant  shall  be  considered  to  be 
a  part  of  such  pool  plant’s  operation 
Otherwise  the  operations  at  a  reload 
point  shall  be  considered  to  be  a  part 
of  the  operation  of  the  pool  plant  to 
which  the  major  portion  of  the  milk 
moved  from  farms  to  the  reload  point 
normally  moves,  except  for  the  applies- 
tion  of  location  adjustments  pursuant 
to  §§  975.55  and  975.81. 

§  975.2  [Amendment] 

4.  Delete  §  975.22  (j)  and  (1)  and  sub¬ 
stitute  : 

(j)  On  or  before  the  dates  specified 
herein,  publicly  announce  by  posting  in 
a  conspicuous  place  in  his  office  and  by 
such  other  means  as  he  deems  appro¬ 
priate,  the  following: 

(1)  The  6th  day  of  each  month,  the 
Class  I  milk  price  and  the  Class  I  butter- 
fat  differential,  both  for  the  current 
month;  and  the  Class  II  and  Class  in 
milk  prices,  and  the  Class  H  and  Class 
III  butterfat  differentials  all  for  the  pre¬ 
ceding  month;  and 

(2)  The  14th  day  of  each  month  the 
uniform  price  computed  pursuant  to 
§  975.71  and  the  butterfat  differential 
computed  pursuant  to  §  975.82;  and 

(k)  Prepare  and  disseminate  to  the 
public  such  statistics  and  information 
as  he  deems  advisable  and  as  do  not 
reveal  confidential  information. 

5.  Delete  §  975.41  and  substitute: 

§  975.41  Classes  of  utilization. 

Subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth  in 
§§  975.43  through  975.46,  the  classes  ol 
utilization  shall  be  as  follows: 

(a)  Class  I.  Class  I  shall  be  all  skim 
milk  and  butterfat: 

(l)  Disposed  of  from  the  plant  in  the 
form  of  fluid  milk  products,  except  those 
classified  pursuant  to  paragraph  (c)  (2), 

(3)  and  (8)  of  this  section,  except  that 
fluid  milk  products  which  have  been 
fortified  by  the  addition  of  nonfat  solids 
shall  be  Class  I  in  an  amount  equal  only 
to  the  weight  of  an  equal  volume  of  an 
unmodified  fluid  milk  product  of  the 
same  nature  and  butterfat  content,  and 

(2)  Not  specifically  accounted  for  as 
Class  II  or  Class  III; 

(b)  Class  II.  Class  II  shall  be  all  skim 
milk  and  butterfat: 

(1)  Used  to  produce  cottage  cheese: 
and 

(2)  Disposed  of  as  sour  cream  for  con¬ 
sumption  as  such;  and 

(c)  Class  III.  Class  IH  shall  be  all 
skim  milk  and  butterfat: 
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roducts  prepared  for  consumption  off 
the  premises, 

(3)  Disposed  of  for  livestock  feed  or 
stan  milk  dumped  subject  to  prior  notifi¬ 
cation  to  and  inspection  (at  his  dis¬ 
cretion)  by  the  market  administrator; 

(4)  in  frozen  cream; 

(5)  In  inventory  of  fluid  milk  products 
or  sour  cream  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the 
month; 

(6)  In  shrinkage  allocated  to  producer 
milk  that  is  not  in  excess  of  2  percent 
ol  the  receipts  of  skim  milk  and  butter- 
fat  respectively,  in  producer  milk,  plus 
1 s’percent  of  receipts  of  skim  milk  and 
butterfat,  respectively,  received  in  bulk 
tank  lots  from  pool  plants,  less  1.5  per¬ 
cent  of  skim  milk  and  butterfat,  respec¬ 
tively,  disposed  of  in  bulk  tank  lots  to 
pool  plants; 

(7)  In  shrinkage  of  other  source  milk; 
and 

(8)  Contained  in  that  portion  of 
“fortified”  fluid  milk  products  not  classi¬ 
fied  as  Class  I  milk  pursuant  to  para¬ 
graph  (a)  (1)  of  this  section. 

§975.43  [Amendment] 

6.  Delete  §  975.43(d)  (3)  and  substi¬ 
tute: 

(3)  The  Class  I  utilization  in  the  non¬ 
pool  plant  does  not  exceed  the  receipts 
of  skim  milk  and  butterfat  in  Grade  A 
milk  from  dairy  farmers  who  constitute 
its  source  of  supply.  If  the  Class  I 
utilization  at  the  nonpool  plant  exceeds 
such  receipts,  allocate  the  skim  milk 
and  butterfat  so  transferred  to  Class  I 
to  the  extent  remaining,  except  that  if 
receipts  from  plants  which  are  pool 
plants  under  this  and  other  Federal  or¬ 
ders  exceed  the  amount  remaining,  the 
amount  of  such  transferred  skim  milk 
and  butterfat  allocated  to  Class  I  shall 
be  determined  by  prorating  the  remain¬ 
ing  Class  I  utilization  in  accordance  with 
the  receipts  from  all  such  plants  at  the 
nonpool  transferee  plant. 

§975.50  [Amendment] 

7.  Delete  §  975.50(a)  and  substitute: 

(a)  The  average  of  the  basic  (or  field) 
prices  ascertained  to  have  been  paid 
per  hundredweight  for  milk  of  3.5  per¬ 
cent  butterfat  content  received  from 
farmers  during  the  month  at  the  follow¬ 
ing  plants  or  places  for  which  prices 
have  been  reported  to  the  market  admin¬ 
istrator  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  or  by  the  companies  indicated 
below: 

Present  Operator  and  Location 
Borden  Co.,  New  London,  Wls. 

Borden  Co.,  Orfordville,  Wis. 

Carnation  Co.,  Richland  Center,  Wis. 
Carnation  Co.,  Sparta,  Mich. 

Pet  Milk  Co.,  Belleville,  Wis. 

Pet  Milk  Co.,  Coopersville,  Mich. 

Pet  Milk  Co.,  New  Glarus,  Wis. 

Pet  Milk  Co.,  Wayland,  Mich. 

White  House  Milk  Co.,  Manitowoc,  Wis. 

White  House  Milk  Co.,  West  Bend,  Wis. 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 

§  975.5  [Amendment]  f 

8.  Delete  the  opening  paragraph  of  j 

§  975.51(a)  and  substitute:  J 

(a)  Add  to  the  basic  formula  price  1 
for  the  preceding  month  the  following  j 

amount  for  the  period  indicated:  j 

Delivery  period:  Amount 

April  through  July _ $1. 35  1 

All  others _  1. 80  1 

and  add  or  subtract  a  “supply-demand 
adjustment”  computed  as  follows: 

9.  Delete  §  975.51(a)  (1)  and  (2)  and 
substitute: 

(1)  Divide  the  total  quantity  of  milk 
received  from  producers  defined  in 
§  975.10  and  in  §  995.12  of  the  order 
regulating  the  handling  of  milk  in  the 
North  Central  Ohio  marketing  area  dur¬ 
ing  the  second  and  third  months  pre¬ 
ceding  by  the  gross  quantity  of  milk 
utilized  as  Class  I  (adjusted  for  inter¬ 
market  and  interhandler  transfers)  at 
pool  plants  defined  in  §  975.8  and  in 
§  995.9  of  the  order  regulating  the  han¬ 
dling  of  milk  in  the  North  Central  Ohio 
marketing  area  in  the  same  two  months, 
multiply  the  result  by  100,  and  round  to 
the  nearest  whole  number.  The  result 
shall  be  known  as  the  “current  utiliza¬ 
tion  percentage”. 

(2)  Compute  a  “deviation  percent¬ 
age”  by  subtracting  from  the  current 
utilization  percentage  as  computed  in 
subparagraph  (1)  of  thir  paragraph,  the 
“standard  utilization  percentage”  shown 
below : 

Standard 

Months  for  which  the  price  utilization 
is  being  computed:  percentage 

January - - -  126 

February _  125 

March  _ _  125 

April  _ _ _  126 

May  .  127 

June  _  128 

July  .  137 

August  _  145 

September _  138 

October  _  124 

November _  122 

December  _  124 

10.  Delete  §  975.53  and  substitute: 

§  975.53  Class  III  milk  prices. 

The  minimum  price  per  hundred¬ 
weight  to  be  paid  by  each  handler,  f.o.b. 
his  plant,  for  producer  milk  of  3.5  per¬ 
cent  butterfat  content  received  from 
producers  or  from  a  cooperative  asso¬ 
ciation  during  the  month,  which  is  classi¬ 
fied  as  Class  HI,  shall  be  the  average 
price  per  hundredweight  for  manufac¬ 
turing  grade  milk  f.o.b.  plants  in  Minne¬ 
sota  and  Wisconsin,  as  reported  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  the  month 
adjusted  to  a  3.5  percent  butterfat  basis 
by  the  butterfat  differential  pursuant  to 
§  975.54(c)  and  rounded  to  the  nearest 
full  cent  but  in  no  event  shall  the  Class 
III  price  exceed  the  price  computed  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  975.50(b)  plus  10  cents. 

§  975.55  [Amendment] 


Square  in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  also  27.5 
miles  or  more  from  the  nearer  of  the 
City  Hall  in  Akron,  the  City  Hall  in  Can¬ 
ton  or  the  City  Hall  in  Ashtabula,  Ohio, 
the  respective  class  prices  for  Class  I 
and  Class  n  utilization  pursuant  to 
§§  975.51  and  975.52  shall  be  reduced  at 
the  rate  specified  below  for  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  such  plant  or  reload  point  except 
that  in  no  case  shall  the  adjustment 
to  Class  H  utilization  exceed  30  cents 
per  hundredweight.  For  purpose  of  this 
paragraph  a  volume  of  milk  equal  to  108 
percent  of  the  milk  classified  as  Class 
n  shall  be  considered  to  have  been  re¬ 
ceived  at  the  plant(s)  or  reload  point(s) 
at  which  the  largest  location  adjustment 
applies  in  the  order  of  their  distance 
from  the  Public  Square  in  Cleveland, 
Ohio. 

12.  Delete  §  975.55(d)  and  substitute: 

(d)  The  rates  of  location  adjustment 
credit  shall  be  as  follows,  based  on  the 
shortest  highway  distance  from  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Square  in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  market  administrator: 


Cents  per 

Distance :  hundredweight 

40.1- 60  miles _  13 

60.1- 70  miles _  20 

plus  one  cent  per  hundredweight  for  each 
10  miles  or  fraction  thereof  in  excess  of 
70  miles. 

13.  Delete  §  975.81  and  substitute: 

§  975.81  Location  adjustments  to  pro¬ 
ducers. 

In  making  payments  pursuant  to  para¬ 
graphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  §  975.80,  a  handler 
may  deduct  with  respect  to  all  milk  re¬ 
ceived  from  producers  at  a  pool  plant 
or  reload  point  which  is  located  both 
40  miles  or  more  from  the  Public  Square 
in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  also  27.5  miles 
or  more  from  the  nearer  of  the  City 
Hall  in  Akron,  the  City  Hall  in  Canton, 
or  the  City  Hall  in  Ashtabula,  Ohio,  by 
the  shortest  highway  distance  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  market  administrator,  at 
the  rates  specified  in  §  975.55  based  on 
mileage  measured  from  the  Public 
Square  in  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Sep¬ 
tember  22,  1961. 

James  T.  Ralph, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9259;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 
8:51  a.m.j 
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YOSEMITE  NATIONAL  PARK, 
CALIFORNIA 

Motorboats 


975.55  [Amendment]  Notice  is  hereby  given  that  pursuant 

to  the  authority  contained  in  section  3 

.  oVc  S  Lin  cntcH?„?i  g  paragraph  of  of  the  act  of  August  25.  1916  (39  Stat. 
§  975.55  and  substitute.  535;  16  u  s  c  3)>  Departmental  Order 


For  producer  milk  received  at  a  pool  2640  (16  F.R.  5846) ,  National  Park  Serv- 
plant  or  reload  point  which  1s  located  ice  Order  No.  14  (19  FR.  8824) ,  Regional 
both  40  miles  or  more  from  the  Public  Director,  Region  Four  Order  No.  3  (21 
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PROPOSED  RULE  MAKING 


FJL  1495),  as  amended,  it  is  proposed 
to  amend  36  CFR  7.16  as  set  forth  below. 
The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
prohibit  the  use  of  motorboats  on  any  of 
the  natural  lakes  and  streams  in  Yo- 
semite  National  Park.  All  the  natural 
lakes  are  too  small  to  permit  safe  motor¬ 
boating.  Streams  are  turbulent  in  the 
early  part  of  the  year  and  become  very 
shallow  at  other  seasons.  This  is  ac¬ 
complished  by  adding  paragraph  (i)  to 
§  7.16. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  whenever  practicable,  to  af¬ 
ford  the  public  an  opportunity  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  rule  making  process. 
Accordingly,  interested  persons  may  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments,  suggestions,  or 
objections  with  respect  to  the  proposed 
amendment  to  the  Superintendent,  Yo- 
semite  National  Park,  Calif.,  within 
thirty  days  of  the  date'  of  publication 
of  this  notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 
Paragraph  (i)  is  added  to  §  7.16  to  read 
as  follows: 

§  7.16  Yosemite  National  Park. 

***** 

(i)  Motorboats.  Motorboats  are  pro¬ 
hibited  on  all  the  natural  lakes  and 
streams  of  Yosemite  National  Park.  v 

John  C.  Preston, 
Superintendent, 
Yosemite  National  Park. 

[P.R.  Doc.  61-9225;  Piled,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:46  am.] 


FEDERAL  AVIATION  AGENCY 

[14  CFR  Part  601  1 

[Airspace  Docket  No.  60-NY-142 ] 

CONTROLLED  AIRSPACE 

Withdrawal  of  Proposal  to  Alter 
Control  Zone 

In  a  notice  of  proposed  rule  making 
'  published  in  the  Federal  Register  as  Air¬ 
space  Docket  No.  60-NY-142  on  July  1, 
1961  (26  F.R.  5960),  it  was  stated  that 
.  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  proposed  to 
alter  the  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  control  zone 
by  designating  an  additional  control 
^one  extension  based  on  the  Cincinnati 
radio  beacon. 

Subsequent  to  publication  of  the 
notice,  it  has  been  determined  that  a 
requirement  for  the  radio  beacon 
approach  procedure  no  longer  exists  and 
that  the  proposed  control  zone  extension 
—  is  not  needed. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing  and 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (14  CFR 
409.13),  notice  is  hereby  given  that  the 
proposal  contained  in  Airspace  Docket 
No.  60-NY-142  is  withdrawn. 

(Sec.  307(a)  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of 
1958;  72  Stat.  749;  49  U.S.C.  1348) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Sep¬ 
tember  20,  1961. 

H.  B.  Helstrom, 
Acting  Chief, 

Airspace  Utilization  Division. 

[Pit.  Doc.  61-9218;  Piled,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:45  am.] 


[14  CFR  Part  601  1 

[Airspace  Docket  No.  61-LA-16] 

CONTROLLED  AIRSPACE 

Withdrawal  of  Proposal  To  Alter  Con¬ 
trol  Zone,  Revoke  Control  Area 
Extension  and  Designate  Transition 
Area 

In  a  notice  of  proposed  rule  making 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  as 
Airspace  Docket  No.  61-LA-16  on  May  19, 
1961  (26  F.R.  4366),  it  was  stated  that 
the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  proposed 
to  redesignate  the  Casper,  Wyo.,  control 
zone;  revoke  the  Casper  control  area 
extension  (§  601.1093);  and  designate 
the  Casper  transition  area. 

Subsequent  to  publication  of  the 
notice,  it  has  been  determined  that 
numerous  revisions  of  the  several  pro¬ 
cedures  in  the  Casper  area  are  required 
and  considerable  coordination  will  be 
necessary.  Accordingly,  the  Notice  is 
being  withdrawn,  and  a  new  proposal 
will  be  initiated  after  completion  of 
coordination  and  resolution  of  pro¬ 
cedural  changes. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  and 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator  (14  CFR 
409.13),  notice  is  hereby  given  that  the 
proposal  contained  in  Airspace  Docket 
No.  61-LA-16  is  withdrawn. 

(Sec.  307(a),  72  Stat.  749;  49  U.S.C.  1348) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Sep¬ 
tember  21,  1961. 

H.  B.  Helstrom, 
Acting  Chief, 

Airspace  Utilization  Division. 

[P.R.  Doc.61-9219;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:45  a.m.] 


[14  CFR  Part  601  1 

[Airspace  Docket  No.  61-FW-87] 

CONTROLLED  AIRSPACE 

Proposed  Alteration  of  Control  Zone, 
Revocation  of  Control  Area  Exten¬ 
sion  and  Designation  of  Transition 
Area 

Pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated 
to  me  by  the  Administrator  (14  CFR 
409.13),  notice  is  hereby  given  that  the 
Federal  Aviation  Agency  is  considering 
amendments  to  Part  601  and  §  601.2398 
of  the  regulations  of  the  Administrator, 
the  substance  of  which  is  stated  below. 

The  El  Dorado,  Ark.,  control  zone  is 
presently  designated  within  a  5 -mile 
radius  of  the  geographical  center  of 
Goodwin  Airport  (latitude  33°13'15"  N., 
longitude  92°48'30"  W.),  and  within  2 
miles  either  side  of  the  037°  True  radial 
of  the  El  Dorado  VOR  extending  from 
the  VOR  to  a  point  12  miles  NE.  The 
El  Dorado,  Ark.,  control  area  extension 
is  presently  designated  within  5  miles 
either  side  of  the  037°  True  radial  of 
the  El  Dorado  VOR  extending  from  the 
VOR  to  a  point  15  miles  NE. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Agency  has  under 
consideration  the  alteration  of  the  El 
Dorado  control  zone  and  El  Dorado  con¬ 
trol  area  extension  as  follows: 


1.  Alter  the  control  zone  by  basin®  it 

on  a  new  VORTAC.  The  El  DoradoWro 
was  destroyed  by  fire  and  at  present  & 
temporary  VOR  is  in  operation.  Th* 
site  of  the  new  VORTAC  has  been 
lected  (latitude  33°  15 '27"  N.,  loneitiml 
92°44'36"  W.),  and  the  control  zone 
would  be  redesignated  based  on  the 
facility.  ** 

2.  Revoke  the  El  Dorado  control  area 
extension  and  designate  a  transition  area 
in  lieu  thereof.  This  transition  area 
would  afford  protection  for  aircraft  ex¬ 
ecuting  prescribed  instrument  approach 
and  holding  procedures  at  the  El  Dorado 
airport.  The  floor  of  this  transition  area 
would  be  established  at  1,200  feet  above 
the  surface. 

If  these  actions  are  taken,  the  El 
Dorado  control  zone  would  be  redesig¬ 
nated  within  a  5 -mile  radius  of  the 
Goodwin  Airport,  El  Dorado,  Ark.  (lati¬ 
tude  33°13'05"  N.,  longitude  92°48'45" 
W.) ,  and  within  2  miles  either  side  of  the 
El  Dorado  VORTAC  052*  True  radial 
extending  from  the  5-mile  radius  zone  ' 
to  8  miles  northeast  of  the  VORTAC. 
The  El  Dorado  transition  area  would  be 
designated  to  extend  upward  from  1,200 
feet  above  the  surface  within  8  miles 
northwest  and  5  miles  southeast  of  the 
052°  and  232’  True  radials  of  the  El 
Dorado  VORTAC  (latitude  33°15'27"N., 
longitude  92°44'36"  W.) ,  extending  from 
the  Goodwin  Airport  to  18  miles  north¬ 
east  of  the  VORTAC. 

Interested  persons  may  submit  such 
written  data,  views  or  arguments  as  they 
may  desire.  Communications  should  be 
submitted  in  triplicate  to  the  Regional 
Manager,  Southwest  Region,  Attn:  Chief, 
Air  Traffic  Division,  Federal  Aviation 
Agency,  P.O.  Box  1689,  Fort  Worth  1, 
Tex.  All  communications  received  with¬ 
in  forty-five  days  after  publication  of 
this  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  will 
be  considered  before  action  is  taken  on 
the  proposed  amendment.  No  public 
hearing  is  contemplated  at  this  time, 
but  arrangements  for  informal  confer¬ 
ences  with  Federal  Aviation  Agency  offi¬ 
cials  may  be  made  by  contacting  the 
Regional  Air  Traffic  Division  Chief,  or 
the  Chief,  Airspace  Utilization  Division, 
Federal  Aviation  Agency,  Washington  25, 
D.C.  Any  data,  views,  or  arguments 
presented  during  such  conferences  must 
also  be  submitted  in  writing  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  this  notice  in  order  to  become 
part  of  the  record  for  consideration. 
The  proposal  contained  in  this  notice 
may  be  changed  in  the  light  of  com¬ 
ments  received. 

The  official  Docket  will  be  available 
for  examination  by  interested  persons 
at  the  Docket  Section,  Federal  Aviation 
Agency,  Room  C-226,  1711  New  York 
Avenue  NW.,  Washington  25,  D.C.  An 
informal  Docket  will  also  be  available 
for  examination  at  the  office  of  the  Re¬ 
gional  Air  Traffic  Division  Chief. 

This  amendment  is  proposed  under 
section  307(a)  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  749;  49  U.S.C.  1348). 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Sep¬ 
tember  21,  1961. 

H.  B.  Helstrom, 
Acting  Chief, 

Airspace  Utilization  Division. 
[F.R.  Doc.  61-9220;  Piled.  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:45  am.] 
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Wednesday,  September  27,  1961 

[  14  CFR  Part  608  ] 

[Airspace  Docket  No.  61-KC-271 

SPECIAL  USE  AIRSPACE 

proposed  Alteration  of  Restricted  Area 

Pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated 
,  me  by  the  Administrator  (14  CFR 
409  13)  notice  is  hereby  given  that  the 
Federal  Aviation  Agency  is  considering 
an  amendment  to  §  608.43  of  the  regu¬ 
lations  of  the  Administrator,  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  which  is  stated  below. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Agency  has  under 
consideration  a  proposal  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Navy  to  change  the  time 
of  designation  of  the  Upper  Red  Lake, 
Minn.,  Restricted  Area  R^4304. 

The  Upper  Red  Lake,  Minn.,  Restricted 
Area  R-4304,  time  of  designation  is  pres¬ 
ently  “Sunrise  to  sunset,  May  16,  through 
October  14,  and  sunrise  Saturday  to  sun¬ 
set  Sunday  October  15  through  May  15”. 
It  is  proposed  to  alter  the  time  of  desig¬ 
nation  to  “0700  to  1700  c.s.t.,  May  1 
through  October  31”. 

The  Department  of  the  Navy  has  ad¬ 
vised  that  their  winter  use  of  the  area 
did  not  prove  as  feasible  as  anticipated. 
Therefore,  the  Department  of  the  Navy 
has  requested  that  the  summer  designa¬ 
tion  be  extended  accordingly  and  that 
winter  designation  be  cancelled. 

Interested  persons  may  submit  such 
written  data,  views  or  arguments  as  they 
may  desire.  Communications  should  be 
submitted  in  triplicate  to  the  Regional 
Manager,  Central  Region,  Attn:  Chief, 
Air  Traffic  Division,  Federal  Aviation 
Agency,  4825  Troost  Avenue,  Kansas 
City  10,  Mo.  All  communications  re¬ 
ceived  within  forty-five  days  after  pub¬ 
lication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  will  be  considered  before  action 
is  taken  on  the  proposed  amendment. 
No  public  hearing  is  contemplated  at 
this  time,  but  arrangements  for  in¬ 
formal  conferences  with  Federal  Avia¬ 
tion  Agency  officials  may  be  made  by 
contacting  the  Regional  Air  Traffic  Divi¬ 
sion  Chief,  or  the  Chief,  Airspace  Utiliza¬ 
tion  Division,  Federal  Aviation  Agency, 


Washington  25,  D.C.  Any  data,  views 
or  arguments  presented  during  such  con¬ 
ferences  must  also  be  submitted  in  writ¬ 
ing  in  accordance  with  this  notice  in 
order  to  become  part  of  the  record  for 
consideration.  The  proposal  contained 
in  this  notice  may  be  changed  in  the 
light  of  comments  received. 

The  official  Docket  will  be  available  for 
examination  by  interested  persons  at  the 
Docket  Section,  Federal  Aviatibn 
Agency,  Room  C-226,  1711  New  York 
Avenue  NW.,  Washington  25,  D.C.  An 
informal  Docket  will  also  be  available  for 
examination  at  the  office  of  the  Regional 
Air  Traffic  Division  Chief. 

This  amendment  is  proposed  under 
section  307(a)  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  749;  49  U.S.C. 
1348). 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Sep¬ 
tember  21,  1961. 

H.  B.  Helstrom, 

Acting  Chief, 

Airspace  Utilization  Division. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9221;  Filed,  Sept.  26.  1961; 

8:45  a.m.] 

SMALL  BUSINESS  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION 

I  13  CFR  Part  121  1 

SMALL  BUSINESS  SIZE  STANDARDS 

Notice  of  Hearing  on  Definition  of 
Small  Business  for  Dairy  Products 
Industry  (Including  Cooperatives) 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  Small 
Business  Administration  proposes  to  hold 
a  hearing  on  the  definition  of  small  busi¬ 
ness  for  the  dairy  products  industry  (in¬ 
cluding  cooperatives)  for  the  purpose  of 
Government  procurement  and  SBA  busi¬ 
ness  loans. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  October  17, 
1961,  at  10:00  a.m.,  eastern  daylight  sav¬ 
ing  time,  in  Room  442,  811  Vermont  Ave¬ 
nue  NW.,  Washington  25,  D.C. 


Interested  persons  may  file  with  the 
Director,  Office  of  Small  Business  Size 
Standards  on  or  before  October  13, 1961, 
written  statements  of  facts,  opinions  or 
arguments  concerning  the  appropriate 
definition  of  a  small  business  in  the 
dairy  products  industry.  Those  persons 
who  wish  to  make  oral  statements  should 
notify  the  Director  in  writing,  setting 
forth  the  name  and  title  (if  any)  of  the 
persons  who  will  appear  and  whom  they 
represent. 

All  correspondence  on  this  matter  shall 
be  addressed  to: 

Samuel  S.  Solomon,  Director,  Office  of  Small 

Business  Size  Standards,  SmaU  business 

Administration,  Washington  25,  D.C. 

The  present  definition  of  a  small  busi¬ 
ness  for  the  dairy  products  industry  for 
the  purpose  of  Government  procurement 
is  a  concern  that  (1)  is  independently 
owned  and  operated,  (2)  is  not  dominant 
in  its  field  of  operation  and  (3)  with  its 
affiliates  has  500  or  less  employees. 

The  present  definition  of  small  busi¬ 
ness  in  the  dairy  products  industry  for 
the  purpose  of  receiving.  SBA  loans  is 
a  concern  that  (1)  is  independently 
owned  and  operated,  (2)  is  not  dominant 
in  its  field  of  operation  and  (3)  with  its 
affiliates  has  250  or  less  employees. 

The  public  is  notified  that  under  our 
present  policy,  producer-members  and 
their  employees  are  not  included  in  de¬ 
termining  the  size  status  of  a  cooperative. 

This  Agency  is  particularly  interested 
in  receiving  comments  and  suggestions 
on:  (1)  The  method  of  determining  the 
size  status  of  cooperatives  and  (2) 
amending  the  size  standard  so  that  the 
size  status  of  a  concern  in  this  industry 
will  be  determined  by  its  gross  annual 
sales  or  receipts  rather  than  by  number 
of  employees.  Other  suggestions  will  be 
welcomed  and  will  be  accepted. 

John  E.  Horne, 
Administrator. 

September  20, 1961. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9264;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8.52  a.m.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

[Public  Notice  195] 

CERTAIN  FOREIGN  PASSPORTS 
Validity 

Under  the  provisions  of  section 
212(a)  (26)  of  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act,  a  nonimmigrant  alien 
who  makes  application  for  a  visa  or  for 
admission  into  the  United  States  is  re¬ 
quired  to  be  in  possession  of  a  passport 
which  is  valid  for  a  minimum  period  of 
six  months  from  the  date  of  expiration 
of  the  initial  period  of  his  admission  into 
the  United  States  or  his  contemplated 
initial  period  of  stay  authorizing  him  to 
return  to  the  country  from  which  he 
came  or  to  proceed  to  and  enter  some 
other  country  during  such  period.  *  By 
reason  of  the  foregoing  requirement,  cer¬ 
tain  foreign  governments  have  entered 
into  agreements  with  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  whereby  their  pass¬ 
ports  are  recognized  as  valid  for  the  re- 
'  turn  of  the  bearer  to  the  country  of  the 
foreign-issuing  authority  for  a  period  of 
six  months  beyond  the  expiration  date 
specified  in  the  passport.  These  agree¬ 
ments  have  the  effect  of  extending  the 
validity  period  of  the  foreign  passport  an 
additional  six  months  notwithstanding 
the  expiration  date  indicated  in  the  pass¬ 
port.  Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the 
following  foreign  governments  have  con¬ 
cluded  such  an  agreement  with  the 
Government  of  the  United  States. 
Australia. 

Austria  (Reisepass  only) . 

Bahamas  (See  United  Kingdom) . 

Belgium. 

Bolivia. 

Brazil.  , 

Cambodia. 

Canada. 

Ceylon. 

Chile. 

Colombia. 

Cuba. 

Cyprus. 

Dominican  Republic. 

Ecuador. 

Ethiopia. 

Finland. 

France. 

Germany  (Reisepass  and  Kirderauswels) . 
Greece  (issued  in  Greece  only). 

Guatemala. 

Honduras. 

Iceland. 

India. 

Ireland. 

Israel. 

Korea. 

Laos. 

Lebanon. 

Luxembourg. 

‘r  Malagasy  Republic. 

Malaya. 

Mexico. 

Monaco. 

The  Netherlands. 

Pakistan.  _ 

Peru. 

Philippines. 

Portugal. 


Notices 


Spain. 

Switzerland. 

United  Arab  Republic. 

United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  North¬ 
ern  Ireland  (including  Jersey  and  Guern¬ 
sey  and  its  Dependencies)  and  the  Ba¬ 
hamas. 

Venezuela. 

In  addition,  travel  documents  issued 
by  the  Government  of  the  Trust  Terri¬ 
tory  of  the  Pacific  Islands  are  considered 
to  be  valid  for  the  return  of  the  bearer 
to  the  Trust  Territory  for  a  period  of 
six  months  beyond  the  expiration  date 
specified  therein. 

This  notice  supersedes  Public  Notice 
176  of  October  26,  1960  (25  F.R.  10500) , 
Public  Notice  181  of  January  19,  1961 
(26  F.R.  799) ,  Public  Notice  188  of  April 
17, 1961  (26  F.R.  3575) ,  Public  Notice  189 
of  May  2, 1961  (26  F.R.  4073) ,  and  Public 
Notice  192  of  June  23,  1961  (26  F.R. 
6003). 

Salvatore  A.  Bontempo, 
Administrator ,  Bureau  of 
Security  and  Consular  Affairs. 

September  21,  1961. 

[FH.  Doc.  61-9265;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 
8:52  a.m.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Bureau  of  International  Programs 
[Case  No.  297] 
FERROCHEMIE  S.A. 

Order  Denying  Export  Privileges 

The  Director,  Investigation  Staff,  then 
in  the  Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce,  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce,  by  charging 
letter  dated  August  2,  1960,  charged  the 
respondent  Ferrochemie,  S.A.,  of  Bahn- 
hofplatz  1,  St.  Gall,  Switzerland  (here¬ 
after  referred  to  as  Ferrochemie) ,  with 
violations  of  the  United  States  Export 
Control  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  and  the 
regulations  issued  thereunder. 

On  August  8,  1961,  by  Department 
Order  No.  173,  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  the  Office  of  Export  Supply 
of  the  Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce  be¬ 
came  the  Office  of  Export  Control  of  the 
Bureau  of  International  Programs,  the 
undersigned  Director  of  which  now  has 
and  exercises  the  authority  and  powers 
formerly  held  by  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Export  Supply,  Bureau  of 
Foreign  Commerce. 

It  was  alleged  that  Ferrochemie  in 
March  1957  had  ordered  from  a  firm  in 
Cologne,  West  Germany,  2,500  kilograms 
of  titanium  scrap  prepaid  to  Basel, 
Switzerland  for  delivery  to  a  third  coun¬ 
try,  and  that  respondent  knew  or  had 
reason  to  know  that  the  said  titanium 
scrap  to  be  suppled  by  the  West  German 
firm  was  to  be  imported  by  it  from  the 
United  States,  and,  to  enable  the  U.S. 
supplier  to  obtain  an  export  license  from 
the  Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce  (here¬ 


after  referred  to  as  the  BFC)  authorizing 
shipment  to  the  firm  in  West  Germany 
for  reexport  to  a  third  country,  a  West 
German  triangular  import  certificate  had 
to  be  furnished  which  could  be  obtained 
only  if  the  West  German  government 
were  furnished  by  the  applicant  the 
name  of  the  consignee  in  the  third  coun¬ 
try  who  was  to  receive  the  shipment. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  respondent 
furnished  the  West  German  firm  what 
purported  to  be  an  order  received  from 
a  firm  in  the  Union  of  South  Africa  for 
the  said  titanium  scrap,  to  be  delivered 
in  South  Africa,  and  that  this  purported 
order  was  submitted  by  the  West  German 
firm  to  its  government,  which  in  turn 
issued  a  triangular  import  certificate 
(U.S.  276487).  It  was  alleged  that  the 
West  German  firm  then  transmitted  this 
certificate  to  a  U.S.  supplier  in  New 
York,  which  filed  with  the  BFC  its  appli¬ 
cation  for  a  U.S.  export  license  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  shipment  ordered,  supported 
by  the  said  West  German  import  certifi¬ 
cate,  for  which  the  BFC  also  required  and 
obtained  from  the  applicant  the  mme 
of  the  alleged  consignee  in  the  Union  of 
South  Africa. 

It  was  stated  that  in  reliance  upon  the 
representations  made  by  the  respondent 
indirectly  through  the  West  German 
firm,  the  West  German  government  and 
the  U.S.  exporter  applicant,  the  BFC 
issued  an  export  license  authorizing  the 
shipment  of  the  titanium  scrap.  It  was 
alleged  that  the  New  York  firm  made 
shipment  of  the  titanium  scrap  pursuant 
to  the  aforesaid  export  license,  on  or 
about  April  8,  1957  from  New  York  to 
Rotterdam  with  a  bill  of  lading  carrying 
on  its  face  the  required  destination  con¬ 
trol  clause  as  indicating  ultimate  desti¬ 
nation  Union  of  South  Africa,  diversion 
contrary  to  U.S.  law  prohibited,  but  that 
upon  discharge  of  the  shipment  at 
Rotterdam,  the  respondent  caused  its 
transshipment  via  rail  to  Basel,  Switzer¬ 
land  and  from  there  to  an  unauthorized 
destination.  Investigation  had  estab¬ 
lished  that  the  alleged  firm  in  the  Union 
of  South  Africa  had  never  ordered  or 
received  the  2,500  kilograms  of  titanium 
scrap  or  any  portion  thereof  from  Fer¬ 
rochemie  or  anyone  else. 

By  the  aforesaid  actions  the  respond¬ 
ent  was  charged  with  knowingly: 

(a)  Causing,  aiding,  abetting,  coun¬ 

seling,  inducing,  procuring,  and  permit¬ 
ting  the  doing  of  acts  referred  to  here¬ 
after  in  (b),  (c),  and  (d)  below 

prohibited  by  the  U.S.  Export  Control 
Law  and  license  and  regulations  issued 
thereunder  in  violation  of  §  381.2  of  the 
said  regulations. 

(b)  Through  third  persons,  making 
false  statements  to  and  concealing  ma¬ 
terial  facts  from  the  BFC,  concerning 
the  true  parties  in  interest  and  the  ulti¬ 
mate  intended  destination  in  connection 
with  a  transaction  for  which  an  import 
certificate  had  been  applied  for,  and 
granted,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the 
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issuance  of  a  U.S  export  license  in  viola- 
at  §  381.5  of  said  regulations, 
rc)  Without  authorization  of  the  BFC, 
Averting  disposing  of,  transshipping  and 
exporting  commodities  to  unauthor- 
d  destinations  contrary  to  the  desti- 
nVfion  control  notice  appearing  on  the 
^ean  bill  of  lading  in  violation  of 
§§  379.10(d)  (2)  and  381.6  of  said 

regulations. 

(d)  Buying,  selling,  disposing  of,  and 
transporting,  an  exportation  from  the 
United  States,  with  knowledge  that  a 
violation  of  the  Export  Control  law, 
regulations,  and  license  had  occurred, 
as  about  to  occur  and  was  intended  to 
occur  with  respect  to  said  exportation, 
in  violation  of  §  381.4  of  said  regulations. 

The  respondent  on  September  14,  1960 
answered  the  charging  letter,  but  pro¬ 
tested  the  proceedings,  made  a  general 
denial,  did  not  answer  the  charges,  but 
made  an  offer  to  submit  to  Swiss  officials 
certain  documents,  disclosure  of  which 
to  others,  it  claimed,  was  prohibited  by 
Swiss  law.  It  alleged  that  these  docu¬ 
ments  would  support  the  statements  in 
its  answer  which  alleged  the  original 
order  had  been  received  from  a  firm  in 
South  Africa  and  it  also  asserted  that 
the  titanium  scrap  was  in  bonded  storage 
in  Vienna,  Austria,  from  which  it  hoped 
to  send  the  shipment  back  to  the  New 
York  exporter  on  a  return,  if  a  reason¬ 
able  price  could  be  agreed  upon  it  with 
the  exporter.  The  respondent  also  al¬ 
leged  that  the  original  valid  order  from 
the  South  African  firm  had  been  can¬ 
celled  by  that  firm  after  arrival  of  the 
goods  in  Basel,  and  it  would  be  able  to 
prove  this  to  the  Swiss  officials  from  the 
documents  it  had  in  its  possession.  The 
BFC  then  asked  the  respondent  for  the 
name  of  the  owner  and  the  address  of 
the  warehouse  in  Vienna  where  the  said 
titanium  scrap  was  allegedly  in  bonded 
storage,  but  to  this  date  this  information 
has  never  been  given  by  the  respondent 
to  the  BFC.  Further  investigation  by 
the  BFC  in  New  York  resulted  in  a  denial 
by  the  New  York  exporter  that  it  ever 
had  any  negotiations  with  respondent 
concerning  the  matter  of  accepting  re¬ 
turn  of  the  said  titanium  scrap  ordered 
by  the  West  German  firm.  After  wait¬ 
ing  for  a  reply  from  the  Swiss  Division 
of  Commerce,  without  any  being  received, 
concerning  the  respondent’s  offer  to 
make  proof  before  Swiss  officials  of  its 


allegations  concerning  the  documents  in 
its  possession  in  support  of  its  denials  in 
its  answer,  respondent  was  notified  early 
in  June  1961  of  a  hearing  on  its  default, 
to  be  held  on  June  22,  1961,  at  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce,  Washington, 
D.C.,  which  it  acknowledged  by  cable 
and  airmail  dated  June  20th,  1961. 
This  communication  only  indicated  the 
said  scrap  was  still  in  bonded  storage  in 
the  warehouse  in  Vienna,  respondent 
was  still  attempting  to  sell  the  scrap  and 
would  do  so  “under  any  circumstances 
in  order  to  put  an  end  to  this  unpleasant 
affair,”  and  would  like  about  three 
months  more  in  order  to  achieve  this 
sale  after  which  it  would  send  to  the  BFC 
the  “pertinent  documentary  proof.”  The 
Compliance  Commissioner  designated  to 
hold  the  hearing  according  to  the  prac¬ 
tice  did  not  consider  these  communica¬ 


tions  to  be  a  further  answer,  nor  a  re¬ 
quest  for  an  oral  hearing,  nor  to  be 
represented  by  counsel.  The  respondent 
was  then  found  to  be  in  default.  The 
default  hearing  was  held  on  June  22  by 
the  Compliance  Commissioner  who  heard 
and  received  evidence  and  argument 
on  behalf  of  the  BFC  and  received  and 
examined  the  answers  and  letters  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  respondent. 

After  consideration  of  this  evidential 
material,  the  said  communications,  and 
pleadings  from  both  parties,  the  Com¬ 
pliance  Commissoner  made  his  findings 
of  fact  and  determined  that  the  viola¬ 
tions  as  alleged  in  the  charging  letter 
had  been  committed  by  the  respondent, 
and  made  a  report  setting  forth  these 
findings  and  conclusions  and  his  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  the  respondent  be 
suspended  from  export  privileges,  so  long 
as  export  controls  remain  in  effect. 

The  Compliance  Commissioner  found : 

(a)  That  the  respondent  had  ordered 
2,500  kilograms  of  titanium  scrap  from 
the  West  German  firm  in  March  1957 
prepaid  to  Basel,  Switzerland,  in  transit 
for  reexport  to  a  third  country. 

(b)  That  at  the  time  the  said  order 
was  placed  the  respondent  knew  that  the 
scrap  was  to  be  imported  from  the 
United  States  and  that  to  obtain  an  ex¬ 
port  license  from  the  BFC  authorizing 
the  shipment  to  West  Germany  of  said 
titanium  scrap  for  reexport  to  a  third 
country,  a  West  German  triangular  im¬ 
port  certificate  would  be  needed,  which 
could  only  be  obtained  by  furnishing  the 
name  of  the  consignee  in  the  third  coun¬ 
try  which  was  to  receive  the  shipment. 

(c)  That  the  respondent  furnished  a 
forged  order  to  the  West  German  firm 
applying  for  the  import  certificate,  and 
that  firm  therefore  used  the  name  of  a 
real  company  in  the  Union  of  South 
Africa  and  the  forged  order  alleged  to  be 
from  it  in  obtaining  the  triangular  im¬ 
port  certificate  from  the  West  German 
Government  (U.S.  267487). 

(d)  That  the  West  German  firm  then 
using  this  certificate  placed  an  order  with 
a  New  York  supplier  for  the  2,500  kilo¬ 
grams  of  titanium  scrap,  and  the  U.S. 
supplier  then  filed  an  application  with 
the  BFC  for  a  U.S.  export  license  to  au¬ 
thorize  its  proposed  shipment  of  the 
scrap  ordered,  which  was  issued  after  the 
BFC  asked  for  and  obtained  from  the 
West  German  firm  the  name  of  the  al¬ 
leged  consignee  in  South  Africa. 

(e)  That  the  BFC  had  relied  upon  the 
representations  made  by  the  respondent 
indirectly  through  the  West  German 
firm,  the  West  German  Government  and 
the  New  York  exporter  in  issuing  the 
export  license  for  the  shipment,  which 
was  made  by  the  New  York  supplier, 
pursuant  to  the  terms  of  'the  export  li¬ 
cense,  from  New  York  to  Rotterdam, 
Holland,  with  an  ocean  bill  of  lading 
bearing  the  required  destination  control 
clause,  but  upon  discharge  at  Rotterdam 
of  the  said  shipment  the  respondent 
caused  the  titanium  scrap  to  be  trans¬ 
shipped  via  rail  to  Basel,  Switzerland, 
and  from  there  to  an  unauthorized 
destination. 

(f)  That  the  firm  in  the  Union  of 
South  Africa,  whose  name  was  forged 
to  the  purported  original  order,  never 


ordered  or  received  the  2,500  kilograms 
of  titanium  scrap  or  any  portion  thereof 
from  Ferrochemie  or  anyone  else. 

Now,  after  considering  the  entire  rec¬ 
ord  consisting  of  the  charging  letter,  the 
answers  thereto,  the  evidence  in  support 
thereof  and  of  the  default,  and  the 
report  of  the  findings  of  fact  and  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Compliance  Com¬ 
missioner  set  forth  above  which  I  accept 
and  make  my  own  for  this  order,  I  have 
determined  that  Ferrochemie,  S.A.,  has 
knowingly : 

(a)  Caused,  aided,  abetted,  counseled, 
induced,  procured,  and  permitted  the 
doing  of  acts  referred  to  in  (b) ,  (c) ,  and 
Cd)  below,  prohibited  by  the  U.S.  Export 
Control  Law,  license  and  regulations  is¬ 
sued  thereunder,  in  violation  of  §  381.2 
of  said  regulations. 

(b)  Through  third  persons,  made 
false  statements  to  and  concealed  from 
the  BFC  material  facts  concerning  the 
true  parties  in  interest  and  the  ultimate 
destination  intended  in  connection  with 
a  transaction  for  which  an  import  cer¬ 
tificate  was  applied  for  and  granted  for 
the  purpose  of  inducing  the  issuance  of 
a  U.S.  export  license,  jn  violation  of 
§  381.5  of  said  regulations. 

(c)  Without  authorization  of  the  BFC, 
diverted,  disposed  of,  transshipped  and 
reexported  commodities  to  destinations 
not  authorized  by  the  U.S.  export  license 
and  contrary  to  the  destination  control 
notice  appearing  on  the  ocean  bill  of 
lading,  in  violation  of  §§  379.10(d)  (2) 
and  381.6  of  said  regulations. 

(d)  Bought,  sold,  disposed  of,  and 
transported,  an  exportation  from  the 
United  States,  with  knowledge  that  a 
violation  of  the  Export  Control  Law,  reg¬ 
ulations,  and  license,  had  occurred,  was 
about  to  occur,  and  was  intended  to 
occur  with  respect  to  said  exportation, 
in  violation  of  §  381.4  of  said  regulations. 

Having  concluded  that  the  recom¬ 
mended  action  is  fair,  just  and  neces¬ 
sary  to  achieve  effective  enforcement  of 
the  law:  It  is  hereby  ordered: 

I.  So  long  as  the  United  States  ex¬ 
port  controls  shall  be  in  effect,  the  said 
respondent,  its  agents,  servants,  and  em¬ 
ployees,  hereby  are  and  shall  be  denied 
all  privileges  of  participating,  directly  or 
indirectly,  in  any  manner  or  capacity,  in 
any  transaction  involving  commodities  or 
technical  data  in  whole  or  in  part  ex¬ 
ported  or  to  be  exported  from  the  United 
States  to  any  foreign  destination,  includ¬ 
ing  Canada.  Without  limitation  of  the 
generality  of  the  foregoing  denial  of  ex¬ 
port  privileges,  participation  in  any  such 
transaction  is  deemed  to  include  and 
prohibit  participation,  directly  or  in¬ 
directly,  in  any  manner  or  capacity,  (a) 
as  a  party  or  as  a  representative  of  a 
party  to  any  validated  export  license  ap¬ 
plication,  (b)  in  the  preparation  or  filing 
of  any  export  license  application  or  doc¬ 
ument  to  be  submitted  therewith,  (c) 
in  the  obtaining  or  using  of  any  validated 
or  general  export  license  or  other  export 
control  document,  (d)  in  the  receiving, 
ordering,  buying,  selling,  delivering, 
using,  or  disposing  in  any  foreign  coun¬ 
try  of  any  commodities  in  whole  or  in 
part  exported  or  to  be  exported  from 
the  United  States,  and  (e)  in  the  storing, 
financing,  forwarding,  transporting,  or 
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other  servicing  of  such  exports  from  the 
United  States. 

n.  Such  denial  of  export  privileges 
shall  extend  not  only  to  the'respondents, 
but  to  its  officers  and  employees,  Paul 
Brunner,  Emil  Gross  and  Theodore  Keel, 
and  also  to  any  firm,  corporation,  or 
business  organization  with  which  it  now 
or  hereafter  may  be  related  by  affiliation, 
ownership,  control,  position  of  respon¬ 
sibility,  or  other  connection  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of  trade  or  services  connected 
therewith. 

ttt  Without  prior  disclosure  to,  and 
specific  authorization  from  the  Bureau  of 
International  Programs,  no  person,  firm, 
corporation,  partnership,  or  other  busi¬ 
ness  organization,  whether  in  the  United 
States  or  elsewhere,  shall,  on  behalf  of 
or  in  any  association  with  the  respond¬ 
ent,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  any  manner 
or  capacity,  (a)  apply  for,  obtain,  or  use 
any  license,  shipper’s  export  declaration, 
bill  of  lading,  or  other  export  control  doc¬ 
ument  relating  to  any  such  prohibited 
activity  or  (b)  order,  receive,  buy,  use, 
sell,  dispose  of,  finance,  transport,  or 
forward  any  commodity  heretofore  or 
hereafter  exported  from  the  United 
States.  Nor  shall  any  person  do  any  of 
the  foregoing  acts  with  respect  to  any 
such  commodity  or  exportation  in  which 
the  respondent  may  have  any  interest  of 
any  kind  or  nature. 

IV.  Should  the  respondent  herein, 
Ferrochemie,  S.A.  or  Paul  Brunner,  Emil 
Gross,  or  Theodore  Keel,  desire  to  con¬ 
test  this  order,  it,  he,  or  they  may  apply 
upon  good  cause  shown,  together  with 
evidentiary  data  in  support  thereof,  to 
set  aside  the  default  and  vacate  the 
order  against  entered  herein.  This  ap¬ 
plication  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Di¬ 
rector,  Office  of  Export  Control,  Bureau 
of  International  Programs,  Washington 
25,  D.C.,  in  accordance  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  §  382.4(b)  of  the  Export  Regu¬ 
lations,  and  will  be  disposed  of  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  practice  set  forth  therein. 

Dated:  September  12,  1961. 

John  C.  Borton, 

Director, 

Office  of  Export  Control. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9231;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:47  a.m.] 


ATOMIC  ENERGY  COMMISSION 

[Docket  No.  50-116] 

IOWA  STATE  UNIVERSITY 

Notice  of  Issuance  of  Utilization 
Facility  License  Amendment 

Please  take  notice  that  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  has  issued  Amend¬ 
ment  No.  1,  set  forth  below,  to  Facility 
License  No.  R-59.  The  license  authorizes 
Iowa  State  University  to  possess  and 
operate  the  Argonaut-type  Model  UTR- 
10  (American-Standard)  training  and 
research  nuclear  reactor  located  on  the 
University’s  campus  at  Ames,  Iowa.  The 
amendment  adds  conditions  to  the  li¬ 
cense  regarding:  (1)  Procedures  to  be 
followed  with  respect  to  operations  with 
the  reactor  shutdown  which  might  in¬ 
volve  a  change  in  core  reactivity,  and 


(2)  written  reports  to  be  submitted  by 
the  licensee  should  any  of  the  operating 
conditions  or  characteristics  of  the  re¬ 
actor  which  might  affect  nuclear  safety 
vary  significantly  from  its  predicted 
value. 

With  respect  to  item  (1)  above,  the 
Commission  during  January  1961,- re¬ 
quested  that  each  utilization  facility  li¬ 
censee  submit  a  written  description  of 
its  procedures  during  operations  with 
the  reactor  shutdown  which  might  in¬ 
volve  a  change  in  core  reactivity.  The 
Commisson  has  reviewed  the  licensee’s 
reply  dated  January  30,  1961,  and  be¬ 
lieves  that  there  is  little  likelihood  of 
an  inadvertent  criticality  under  the  con¬ 
ditions  described.  In  the  interest  of 
greater  safety  and  to  remove  a  possible 
ambiguity,  however,  an  additional  condi¬ 
tion  has  been  imposed  by  Amendment 
No.  1  to  License  No.  R-59  to  require  the 
licensee  to  maintain  core  nuclear  instru¬ 
mentation  in  operation  and  to  assure 
that  such  instrumentation  is  attended 
and  observed  at  all  times  during  opera¬ 
tions  which  could  involve  changes  in 
core  reactivity  when  the  reactor  is  shut¬ 
down. 

The  Commission  has  found  that  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  reactor  in  accordance  with 
the  license  as  amended  will  not  present 
undue  hazard  to  the  health  and  safety 
of  the  public  and  will  not  be  inimical  to 
the  common  defense  and  security. 

The  Commission  has  further  found 
that  prior  public  notice  of  proposed  is¬ 
suance  of  this  amendment  is  not  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  public  interest  since  operation 
of  the  reactor  in  accordance  with  the 
license  as  amended  would  not  present 
any  substantial  change  in  the  hazards 
to  the  health  and  safety  of  the  public 
from  those  previously  considered  and 
evaluated  in  connection  with  the  previ¬ 
ously  approved  operations. 

In  accordance  with  the  Commission’s 
rules  of  practice  (10  CFR  Part  2),  the 
Commission  will  direct  the  holding  of  a 
formal  hearing  on  the  matter  of  issu¬ 
ance  of  the  license  amendment  upon 
receipt  of  a  request  therefor  from  the 
licensee  or  an  intervener  within  30  days 
after  the  issuance  of  the  license  amend¬ 
ment.  Petitions  for  leave  to  intervene 
and  requests  for  a  formal  hearing  shall 
be  filed  by  mailing  a  copy  to  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary,  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission,  Washington  25,  D.C.,  or  by  de¬ 
livery  of  a  copy  in  person  to  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary,  Germantown,  Mary¬ 
land,  or  the  Commission’s  Public  Docu¬ 
ment  Room,  1717  H  Street  NW„  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

For  further  details  see  (a)  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  telegram  dated  January  10, 
1961,  to  Iowa  State  University  and  (b) 
the  University’s  reply  dated  January  30, 
1961,  both  on  file  at  the  Commission’s 
Public  Document  Room,  1717  H  Street 
NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dated  at  Germantown,  Md.,  this  18th 
day  of  September  1961. 

For  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Edson  G.  Case, 

Chief,  Research  and  Power  Re¬ 
actor  Safety  Branch,  Divi¬ 
sion  of  Licensing -  and  Regu¬ 
lation. 


[License  No.  R-59;  Arndt.  1] 

License  No.  R-59,  which  authorizes  I 
State  University  to  possess  and  operate  , 
Argonaut-type  Model  UTR-lo  (Amerlr 
Standard)  training  and  research  nucleaT*1' 
actor  located  on  the  University’s  cammw' 
Ames,  Iowa,  is  hereby  amended  by  addin^th* 
foUowing  additional  conditions  thereto?111* 

1.  With  respect  to  operations  which 

involve  changes  in  core  reactivity  when  th 
reactor  is  shutdown,  Iowa  State  Unlverdt! 
shall:  (a)  follow  the  procedures  described  I? 
its  submission  to  the  Commission  dat^ 
January  30,  1961,  and  (b)  maintain  cm! 
nuclear  instrumentation  in  operation  and 
assure  that  such  instrumentation  is  attend!!! 
and  observed  at  all  times.  ""wwo 

2.  Iowa  State  University  shall  promntlv 

submit  a  written  report  to  the  Commission 
whenever,  during  operation  of  the  reactor 
any  of  the  operating  conditions  or  character 
istics  of  the  reactor  which  might  affect  nu" 
clear  safety  varies  significantly  from  its  ore" 
dieted  value.  *”■ 

This  amendment  is  effective  as  of  the  date 
of  issuance.  w 

Date  of  Issuance:  September  18, 1961. 

For  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Edson  G.  Casz, 

Chief,  Research  and  Power  Reactor 
Safety  Branch,  Division  of  Licens¬ 
ing  and  Regulation. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9217;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961* 
8:45  a.m.J 


CIVIL  AERONAUTICS  BOARD 

[Docket  8305] 

ALLEGHENY  SEGMENT  3  RENEWAL 
PROCEEDING 

Notice  of  Hearing 

Notice  is  hereby  given,  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of 
1958,  as  amended,  that  a  public  hearing 
in  the  above-entitled  proceeding  is  as¬ 
signed  to  be  held  on  October  25,  1961, 
at  10  a.m.  (local  time),  in  Room  725, 
Universal  Building,  Connecticut  and 
Florida  Avenues  NW.,  Washington,  D.C, 
before  the  undersigned  examiner. 

Without  limiting  the  scope  of  the  is¬ 
sues  to  be  considered  in  this  proceeding, 
particular  attention  would  be  directed  to 
the  following  question:  Do  the  public 
convenience  and  necessity  require  the 
continuation  of  Allegheny  Airlines’  serv¬ 
ice  on  its  segment  3  of  its  route  97  at  the 
intermediate  point  of  Trenton,  NJ.,  and 
the  coterminal  points  New  York,  N.Y., 
and  Newark,  N.J.? 

For  further  information  concerning 
the  issues  involved  and  other  details  of 
this  proceeding,  interested  persons  are 
referred  to  the  prehearing  conference 
report  served  on  September  20,  1961, 
Board  Order  E-16386,  and  all  other  docu¬ 
ments  which  are  in  the  docket  of  this 
proceeding  on  file  in  the  Docket  Section 
of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  September 
21,  1961. 

[seal]  Edward  T.  Stodola, 

Hearing  Examiner. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9248;  Filed,  Sept.  26.  1961; 

8:49  a.m.]  • 
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Wednesday ,  September  27,  1961 

[Docket  12817] 

MFW  york-jamaica  nonstop 

NE  CASE 

Notice  of  Hearing 

Notice  is  hereby  given  pursuant  to  the 

"virions  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of 
iq58  as  amended,  that  hearing  in  the 
oMve-entitled  proceeding  is  assigned  to 
teheld  on  October  16,  1961,  at  10  a.m., 
Td  s  t  in  Room  725,  Universal  Building, 
Connecticut  and  Florida  Avenues  NW., 
Washington,  D.C.,  before  Chief  Examiner 
Francis  W.  Brown. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  September 
21,  1961. 

[seal!  Francis  W.  Brown, 

Chief  Examiner.  . 


[Fit. 


Doc. 


61-9249;  Filed, 
«  8:49  a.m.] 


Sept.  26,  1961; 


[Docket  5132,  etc.] 

REOPENED  large  irregular  air 
CARRIER  INVESTIGATION  (AIR 
CARGO  EXPRESS,  INC.) 

Notice  of  Hearing 

In  the  matter  of  the  Reopened  Large 
Irregular  Air  Carrier  Investigation  (Air 
Cargo  Express,  Inc.) . 

Notice  is  given  herewith,  pursuant  to 
the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as 
amended,  that  public  hearing  in  the 
above-entitled  proceeding  is  assigned  to 
be  held  before  the  undersigned  Examiner 
on  October  10,  1961,  at  10:00  a.m. 
(Pacific  time),  in  Room  216,  Federal 
Office  Building,  909  First  Avenue, 
Seattle,  Washington. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  September 
21,  1961. 

[seal]  Richard  A.  Walsh, 

Hearing  Examiner. 

[Fit.  Doc.  61-9250;  Filed,  Sept..  26,  1961; 
8:49  a.m.] 


[Docket  11482  etc.] 

SERVICE  TO  SPRINGFIELD  AND 
PEORIA 

Notice  of  Oral  Argument 

Notice  is  hereby  given,  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act 
of  1958,  as  amended,  that  oral  argument 
in  the  above-entitled  proceeding  is  as¬ 
signed  to  be  held  on  October  18,  1961 
at  10  a.m.,  e.d.s.t.,  in  Room  1027,  Uni¬ 
versal  Building,  Connecticut  and  Florida 
Avenues  NW.,  Washington,  D.C.,  before 
the  Board. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  September 
22,  1961. 

[seal]  Francis  W.  Brown, 

Chief  Examiner. 

[FB.  Doc.  61-9251;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 
8:49  a.m.] 


[Docket  13048] 

WONG  AVIATION  LTD. 

Notice  of  Hearing 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  of 
Wong  Aviation  Limited  for  a  foreign  air 


carrier  permit,  issued  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  402  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of 
1958,  as  amended,  to  perform  operations 
of  a  casual,  occasional  or  infrequent  na¬ 
ture,  in  common  carriage,  into  the 
United  States. 

Notice  is  hereby  given,  pursuant  to  the 
Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  that  hearing  in  the  above-entitled 
proceeding  is  assigned  to  be  held  on  Oc¬ 
tober  3,  1961  at  10  a.m.,  e.d.s.t.,  in  Room 
1029,  Universal  Building,  Connecticut 
and  Florida  Avenue,  NW.,  Washington, 
D.C.,  before  Examiner  Joseph  L.  Fitz- 
maurice. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  September 
22,  1961. 

[seal]  Francis  W.  Brown, 

Chief  .Examiner. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9252;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:50  a.m.] 


FEDERAL  MARITIME  COMMISSION 

[Docket  No.  954] 

INVESTIGATION  OF  RATES  AND  PRAC¬ 
TICES  IN  ATLANTIC-GULF/PUERTO 
RICO  TRADE 

Notice  of  Supplemental  Order 

On  September  7,  1961,  the  Federal 
Maritime  Commission  entered  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Fourth  Supplemental  Order  to 
the  original  Order  in  this  proceeding 
dated  July  17,  1961; 

It  appearing  that  there  is  currently 
pending  an  investigation  into  and  a 
hearing  concerning  certain  reduced  rates 
and  practices  from  Atlantic  and  Gulf 
coast  ports  of  the  United  States  to  ports 
in  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico 
which  became  effective  on  July  6,  1961, 
and  on  various  dates  thereafter;  and 
It  further  appearing  that  Lykes 
Brothers  Steamship  Company,  Inc. 
(Lykes),  Waterman  Steamship  Corpo¬ 
ration  of  Puerto  Rico  (Waterman) ,  and 
Sea-Land  of  Puerto  Rico,  division  of 
Sea-Land  Service,  Inc.  (Sea-Land) ,  have 
been  named  as  respondents  in  the  said 
proceeding;  and 

It  further  appearing  that  there  was 
filed  with  the  Federal  Maritime  Commis¬ 
sion  or  its  predecessor  the  Federal  Mari¬ 
time  Board,  hereafter  separately  or  col¬ 
lectively,  as  the  context  may  require,  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  Commission,  that  certain 
tariff  schedule  designated  first  revised 
page  No.  83  to  Outward  Freight  Tariff 
No.  2,  FMB-F  No.  3,  effective  September 
9,  1961,  which  page  publishes  new  in¬ 
creased  commodity  rates  on  packing 
house  products,  viz,  pigs  feet  and  pork, 
set  by  Sea-Land  Service,*  Inc.,  Puerto 
Rican  Division;  and 
It  further  appearing  that  there  was 
filed  with  the  Commission  by  the  United 
States  Atlantic  and  Gulf-Puerto  Rico 
Conference,  Richard  Kinsella,  agent 
(Conference),  tariff  schedules  effective 
September  15,  1961,  and  designated  first 
revised  pages  Nos.  78  and  98  to  the  Con¬ 
ference  Outward  Freight  Tariff  No.  1, 
FMB-F  No.  1,  Lykes  and  Waterman  be¬ 
ing  participating  carriers  therein,  which 
said  pages  publish  new  reduced  commod¬ 


ity  rates  on,  respectively,  potato  chips 
and  zinc,  viz,  bars,  billets,  ingots,  or  pig; 

It  further  appearing  that  a  protest 
was  filed  on  August  28, 1961,  by  Sea-Land 
Service,  Inc.,  Puerto  Rican  Division,  re¬ 
questing  suspension  and  investigation  of 
the  said  zinc  rate;  and 
It  further  appearing  that,  upon  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  said  zinc  schedule  and 
the  said  protest,  there  is  reason  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  said  zinc  schedule  would, 
if  permitted  to  become  effective,  result 
in  rates,  charges,  rules,  classifications, 
regulations,  tariffs,  or  practices  which 
would  be  unjust,  unreasonable,  or  other¬ 
wise  unlawful  in  violation  of  the  Ship¬ 
ping  Act,  1916,  as  amended,  and  the 
Intercoastal  Shipping  Act,  1933,  as 
amended;  and 

It  further  appearing  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  said  zinc 
schedule  and  the  said  potato  chip  and 
packing  house  products  schedules  and 
the  rates,  charges,  classifications,  rules, 
regulations,  tariffs,  and  practices  con¬ 
tained  therein  should  be  made  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  a  public  investigation  and  hearing 
to  determine  whether  they  are  just, 
reasonable,  and  otherwise  lawful  under 
the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  as  amended,  or 
the  Intercoastal  Shipping  Act,  1933,  as 
amended;  and 

It  further  appearing  that  the  afore¬ 
mentioned  rate  reductions  and  increases, 
indicate  the  existence  of  unstable  condi¬ 
tions  in  the  aforementioned  trade,  which 
said  conditions  may  result  not  only  from 
the  said  rate  reductions  or  increases  but 
also  from  their  relationship  to  the  rates 
charged  by  all  carriers  in  the  aforemen¬ 
tioned  trade  for  transportation  of  the 
aforementioned  commodities;  and 
It  further  appearing  that  the  effective 
date  of  the  said  zinc  schedule  should  be 
suspended  pending  such  investigation; 

Now  therefore  it  is  ordered.  That  the 
above  described  Conference  zinc  sched¬ 
ule  be,  and  it  is  hereby,  suspended  and 
that  the  use  of  the  said  schedule  be,  and 
it  is  hereby,  deferred  to  and  including 
January  14,  1962,  unless  otherwise  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Commission,  and  that  the 
rates,  fares,  charges,  classifications,  rules, 
regulations,  and  practices  heretoijpre  in 
effect,  and  which  were  to  be  changed  by 
the  suspended  schedule,  shall  remain  in 
effect  during  the  period  of  suspension; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  no  change 
shall  be  made  in  the  matter  hereby  sus¬ 
pended  nor  the  matter  which  is  contin¬ 
ued  in  effect  as  a  result  of  such  suspen¬ 
sion  until  the  period  of  suspension  or  any 
extension  thereof  has  expired,  or  until 
this  investigation  and  suspension  pro¬ 
ceeding  has  been  disposed  of,  whichever 
first  occurs  unless  otherwise  authorized 
by  the  Commission; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  there  shall 
be  filed  immediately  with  the  Commis¬ 
sion  by  the  Conference,  a  consecutively 
numbered  supplement  to  the  aforesaid 
suspended  schedule  which  supplement 
shall  bear  no  effective  date,  shall  repro¬ 
duce  the  portion  of  this  order  wherein 
the  suspended  schedule  is  described,  and 
shall  state  that  the  aforesaid  schedule  is 
suspended  and  that  the  rates,  fares, 
charges,  classifications,  rules,  regula¬ 
tions,  and  practices  therein  stated  may 
not  be  used  until  January  15, 1962,  unless 
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otherwise  authorized  by  the  Commission, 
and  that  the  rates,  fares,  charges,  classi¬ 
fications,  rules,  regulations,  and  prac¬ 
tices  heretofore  in  effect,  and  which  were 
to  be  changed  by  the  suspended  schedule, 
shall  remain  in  effect  during  the  period 
of  suspension,  and  neither  the  matter 
suspended,  nor  the  matter  which  is  con¬ 
tinued  in  effect  as  a  result  of  such  sus¬ 
pension,  may  be  changed  until  the  period 
of  suspension  or  any  extension  thereof 
has  expired,  or  until  this  investigation 
and  suspension  proceeding  has  been  dis¬ 
posed  of,  whichever  first  occurs,  unless 
otherwise  authorized  by  the  Commission; 
and 

It  is  further  ordered.  That,  with  a  view 
to  making  such  findings  and  orders  in 
the  premises  as  the  facts  and  circuin- 
stances  shall  warrant,  this  proceeding  be, 
and  it  hereby  is,  expanded  to  include,  in 
addition  to  the  matters  now  under  sus¬ 
pension  or  investigation,  an  investiga¬ 
tion  of,  and  hearing  concerning,  the 


It  is  further  ordered.  That  copies  of 
this  order  shall  be  filed  with  the  said 
tariff  schedules  in  the  Office  of  Regula¬ 
tions  of  the  Federal  Maritime  Commis¬ 
sion;  and 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  (I)  the  in¬ 
vestigation  herein  ordered  be  assigned 
for  public  hearing  before  an  examiner 
of  the  Commission’s  Office  of  Hearing 
Examiners,  at  a  date  and  place  to  be 
determined  and  announced  by  the  Chief 
Examiner,  to  receive  evidence  which  will. 


NOTICES 

lawfulness  under  the  Shipping  Act,  1916, 
as  amended,  or  the  Intercoastal  Ship¬ 
ping  Act,  1933,  as  amended,  of  the  rates, 
rate  reductions,  increases,  or  revisions, 
rules,  conditions,  charges,  tariffs,  regu¬ 
lations,  or  practices  stated  in  the  afore¬ 
mentioned  zinc,  potato  chip,  and  pack¬ 
ing  house  products,  viz:  pork  and  pigs 
feet,  schedules,  as  well  as  those  stated 
with  respect  to  zinc,  potato  chips,  and 
the  said  packing  house  products  in  the 
schedules  heretofore  filed  on  various 
dates  by  American  Union  Transport,  Inc.. 
(AUT) ,  Alcoa  Steamship  Company,  Inc. 
(Alcoa),  Lykes,  Sea-Land  or  its  succes¬ 
sor,  Sea-Land  Service,  Inc.,  Puerto 
Rican  Division,  TMT  Trailer  Ferry  Inc. 
(TMT) ,  A.  H.  Bull  Steamship  Company 
(Bull)  and  Waterman  as  follows,  except 
that  where  such  carriers  move  the  said 
commodity  under  cargo  n.o.s.  rates  here¬ 
inafter  indicated,  the  said  cargo  n.o.s. 
rate  is,  to  that  extent,  placed  under 
investigation: 


provide  an  adequate  record  for  proper 
disposition  of  the  issues,  and  that  an 
initial  decision  be  issued;  (II)  a  copy  of 
this  order  shall  forthwith  be  served  upon 
all  Protestants  herein  and  upon  Alcoa, 
AUT,  Bull,  TMT,  Lykes,  Sea-Land,  and 
Waterman,  heretofore  named  respond¬ 
ents  herein  and  upon  Sea-Land  Service, 
Inc.,  Puerto  Rican  Division,  successor  to 
Sea-Land  and  hereby  named  a  respond¬ 
ent  herein;  (HI)  respondents  and 
Protestants  be  duly  notified  of  the  time 


and  place  of  the  hearing  herein  ordered- 
and  (IV)  this  order  and  notice  of  S’ 
said  hearing  be  published  in  the  FedeS?? 
Register.  m-  ■ 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  hear 
ing  in  this  proceeding  will  be  held  before 
an  examiner  of  the  Commission’s  Office 
of  Hearing  Examiners  at  a  date  and  place 
hereafter  to  be  announced.  The  hearing 
will  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
Commission’s  rules  of  practice  and  pro 
cedure,  and  an  initial  decision  will  be 
issued  by  the  examiner. 

All  persons  (including  individuals 
corporations,  associations,  firms,  parti 
nerships,  and  public  bodies)  having  an 
interest  in  this  proceeding  and  desiring 
to  intervene  therein,  should  notify  the 
Secretary  of  the  Commission  promptly 
and  file  petitions  for  leave  to  intervene 
in  accordance  with  Rule  5(n)  (46  CFR 
201.74)  of  said  rules.  •  . 

By  order  of  the  Federal  Maritime 
Commission. 

Dated:  September  21,  1961. 

Geo.  A.  Viehmann, 
Acting  Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9253;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961- 
8:50  a.m.] 


FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION 

[Docket  No.  CP62-15] 

CITIES  SERVICE  GAS  CO. 

Notice  of  Application  and  Date  of 
Hearing 

September  20, 1961. 

Take  notice  that  on  July  20,  1961, 
Cities  Service  Gas  Company  (Applicant), 
P.O.  Box  1995,  Oklahoma  City,  Okla¬ 
homa,  filed  an  application  in  Docket  No. 
CP62-15,  pursuant  to  section  7(c)  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  for  a  certificate  of  pub¬ 
lic  convenience  and  necessity  seeking 
authorization  to  construct  and  operate 
certain  facilities  and  to  sell  and  deliver 
natural  gas  to  The  Gas  Service  Company 
(Gas  Service)  for  resale,  all  as  more  fully 
set  forth  in  the  application  on  file  with 
the  Commission  and  open  to  public 
inspection. 

Applicant  seeks  the  following  author¬ 
ization  : 

(1)  To  sell  natural  gas  to  Gas  Service 
for  resale  and  distribution  in  and  about 
the  City  of  Nixa,  Missouri  (Nixa), 
through  Applicant’s  existing  meter  and 
regulator  facilities  previously  installed 
for  the  sale  of  gas  to  Gas  Service  for  re¬ 
sale  in  and  about  the  City  of  Ozark, 
Missouri;  and 

(2)  To  tap  Applicant’s  existing  6-inch 
pipeline  and  construct  a  meter  setting 
with  appurtenant  regulator  equipment 
in  Crawford  County,  Kansas,  and  to  sell 
natural  gas  therefrom  to  Gas  Service  for 
resale  and  distribution  in  and  about  the 
town  of  Arma,  Kansas. 

The  application  shows  the  following 
peak  day  and  annual  requirements: 


Alcoa  Outward  Freight  Tariff  No.  2,  FMB-F  No.  2 

Commodity  .  Appearing  on — 

Zinc,  viz:  bars,  billets,  ingots,  or  pig -  Original  page  No.  91. 

Potato  chips  [groceries,  n.o.s.] -  Original  page  No.  57. 

Packing  house  products,  viz:  pigs  feet,  pickled  or  in  brine,  in  Original  page  No.  72. 
wood,  etc.;  pork,  cured,  packed,  etc. 

AUT  Outward  and  Inward  Freight  Tariff  No.  6,  FMB-F  No.  6 

Zinc,  viz:  bars,  billets,  ingots,  or  pig _ First  revised  page  No.  46. 

Potato  chips  [apply  groceries,  n.o.s.[ _ First  revised  page  No.  25. 

Packing  house  products,  viz:  pigs  feet,  pickled  or  in  brine,  in  Original  page  No.  34. 
wood,  etc.;  pork,  etc. 

Bull  Outward  Freight  Tariff  No.  1,  FMB-F  No.  1 

Zinc,  viz:  bars,  billets,  ingots,  or  pig _  Second  revised  page  No.  84. 

Potato  chips  [apply  groceries,  n.o.s.[  _  First  revised  page  No.  51. 

Packing  house  products,  viz:  pigs  feet,  pickled,  cured,  or  Third  revised  page  No.  66. 
salted,  etc.;  pork  in  brine,  etc. 

i Sea-Land  Service,  Inc.,  Puerto  Rican  Division,  Outward  Freight  Tariff  No.  2,  FMB-F  No.  3 

Zinc,  viz:  bars,  billets,  ingots,  or  pig -  First  revised  page  No.  118. 

Potato  chips  [apply  groceries,  n.o.s.] _  First  revised  page  No.  58. 

Packing  house  products,  viz;  pigs  feet,  pickled,  cured,  or  First  revised  page  No.  83. 

salted,  etc.;  pork  in  brine,  cured  or  salted,  etc. 

TMT  Freight  Tariff  No.  3,  FMB-F  No.  3 

Zinc,  viz:  bars,  billets,  Ingots,  or  pig _ Second  revised  page  No.  142. 

Potato  chips  [apply  groceries,  n.o.s.] _ Second  revised  page  No.  76. 

Packing  house  products,  viz:  pigs  feet,  pickled  or  in  brine,  in  First  revised  page  No.  105. 
wood,  etc.;  pork,  cured,  packed,  etc. 

U.S.  Atlantic  and  Gulf-Puerto  Rico  Outward  Freight  Tariff  No.  1,  FMB-F  No.  1,  Richard 
Kinsella,  Agent,  Lykes  and  Waterman  Being  Participating  Carriers  Named  Therein 

Zinc,  viz:  bars,  billets,  ingots,  or  pig _  First  revised  page  No.  98. 

Potato  chips - First  revised  page  No.  78. 

Packing  house  products,  viz:  pigs  feet,  pickled  or  in  brine,  in  Original  page  No.  74. 
wood,  etc.;  pork,  cured,  packed,  etc. 


Wednesday,  September  27,  1961. 

[Mcf  at  14.73  Psia] _ 
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Nixa,  Mo. 

Arma,  Kans. 

Year 

Peak  day 

Annual 

Peak  day 

Annual 

274 

31,394 

756 

64,348 

338 

41, 094 

985 

85, 136 

398 

48, 278 

1,085 

95, 080 

The  estimated  uuao  ui  me 

facilities  required  for  service  for  Arma 
is$3,530.  which  cost  will  be  financed  out 
of  treasury  cash. 

Gas  Service  has  obtained  certificate 
authorization  from  the  respective  state 
commissions  to  render  service  to  Nixa, 
xfissouri  and  Arma,  Kansas.  Gas  Serv¬ 
ice  has  also  obtained  franchises  from  the 
two  towns. 

Applicant  states  that  the  proposed 
sales  will  be  made  pursuant  to  its  FPC 
Gas  Rate  Schedules  F-2,  C-2,  and  1-2. 

This  matter  is  one  that  should  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  as  promptly  as  possible  under 
the  applicable  rules  and  regulations  and 
to  that  end: 

Take  further  notice  that,  pursuant  to 
the  authority  contained  in  and  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  by  sections  7 
and  15  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  and  the 
Commission’s  rules  of  practice  and  pro- 


Respondent 


N.  Bruce  and  Curtis 
E.  Calder.Jr.,  d/b/a 
Horizon  Oil  &  Qas 
Co.  (Operator),  et 
al.,  Republic  Na¬ 
tional  Bank  Bldg., 
Dallas  1,  Tex. 

Crescent  Production 
Co.,  Inc.,  et  al.,  812 
Ouachita  National 
Bank  Bldg.,  Mon¬ 
roe,  La. 


Crescent  Production 
Co.,  Inc.,  812  Oua¬ 
chita  National  Bank 
Bldg.,  Monroe,  La. 

Harway  Producers, 
Inc.,  812  Ouachita 
National  Bank 
Bldg.,  Monroe,  La. 

Columbian  Fuel 
Corp.,  380  Madison 
Ave.,  New  York  17, 
N.Y. 

Texas  Pacific  Coal 
and  Oil  Co.,  P.O. 
Box  2110,  Forth 
Worth  1,  Tex. 

Sunray  Mid-Conti¬ 
nent  Oil  Co.,  P.O. 
Box  2039,  Tulsa  2, 
Okla. 

Lab  Oil  Co  ,  P.O. 

Box  1391,  Corpus 
Christi,  Tex. 

Shell  Oil  Co.,  50  West 
50th  St.,  New  York 
20,  N.Y. 

Cabot  Corp.  (GLC). 

Sunray  Mid-Conti¬ 
nent  Oil  Co.,  P.O. 
Box  2039,  Tulsa  2, 
Okla. 


Rate  Sup- 
sched-  ple- 
ule  ment 
No.  No. 
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cedure,  a  hearing  will  be  held  on  October 
26,  1961,  at  9:30  a.m.  e.d.s.t.,  in  a  Hear¬ 
ing  Room  of  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  441  G  Street  NW.,  Washington, 
D.C.,  concerning  the  matters  involved 
in  and  the  issues  presented  by  such  ap¬ 
plication:  Provided,  however,  That  the 
Commission  may,  after  a  non-contested 
hearing,  dispose  of  the  proceedings  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  §  1.30(c)  (1) 
or  (2)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure.  Under  the  pro¬ 
cedure  herein  provided  for,  unless  other¬ 
wise  advised,  it  will  be  unnecessary  for 
Applicant  to  appear  or  be  represented  at 
the  hearing. 

Protests  or  petitions  to  intervene  may 
be  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  Washington  25,  D.C.,  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  of  practice  and  procedure 
(18  CFR  1.8  or  1.10)  on  or  before  October 
16,  1961.  Failure  of  any  party  to  appear 
at  and  participate  in  the  hearing  shall 
be  construed  as  waiver  of  and  con¬ 
currence  in  omission  herein  of  the  inter¬ 
mediate  decision  procedure  in  cases 
where  a  request  therefor  is  made. 

Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[Fit.  Doc.  61-9222;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:46  a.m.] 


Purchaser  and  producing  area 


[Docket  Nos.  RI62-45— RI62-55] 

HORIZON  OIL  AND  GAS  CO.  ET  AL. 

Order  Providing  for  Hearings  on  and 
Suspension  of  Proposed  Changes  in 
Rates  and  Allowing  Rate  Changes 
To  Become  Effective  Subject  to 
Refund  1 

September  20, 1961. 

N.  Bruce  and  Curtis  E.  Calder,  Jr., 
d/b/a  Horizon  Oil  &  Gas  Company  (Op¬ 
erator),  et  al.,  Docket  No.  RI62-45; 
Crescent  Production  Co.,  Inc.,  et  al.. 
Docket  No.  RI62-46;  Crescent  Produc¬ 
tion  Co.,  Inc.,  Docket  No.  RI62-47;  Har¬ 
way  Producers,  Inc.,  Docket  No.  RI62- 
48;  Columbian  Fuel  Corporation,  Docket 
No.  RI62-49;  Texas  Pacific  Coal  and  Oil 
Company,  Docket  No.  RI62-50;  Sunray 
Mid-Continent  Oil  Company,  Docket  No. 
RI62-51;  Lab  Oil  Company,  Docket  No. 
RI62-52;  Shell  Oil  Company,  Docket 
No.  RI62-53;  Cabot  Corporation  (GLC), 
Docket  No.  RI62-51;  Sunray  Mid -Conti¬ 
nent  Oil  Company,  Docket  No.  RI62-55. 

The  above-named  Respondents  have 
tendered  for  filing  proposed  changes  in 
presently-effective  rate  schedules  for 
sales  of  natural  gas  subject  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Commission.  The  pro¬ 
posed  changes  are  designated  as  follows: 


Rate  in 
effect  sub¬ 
ject  to 


Inc.  (Texas  County,  Okla.). 


6  Arkansas  Louisiana  Qas  Co.  (East 
Haynesville  Field,  Clairbome  Par¬ 
ish,  La.). 


Mississippi  River  Fuel  Corp.  (North 
Ruston  Field,  Lincoln  Parish,  La.). 
Arkansas  Louisiana  Qas  Co.  (East 
Haynesville  Field,  Clairborne  Par¬ 
ish.,  La.). 


Stevens  County,  Kans.). 


1  Northern  Natural  Qas  Co.  (Hansford 
North  Field,  Hansford  County, 
Tex.). 

3  Phillips  Petroleum  Co.  (Panhandle 
Field.  Moore  and  Hutchinson  Coun¬ 
ties,  Tex.). 

4  1  Orange  Grove  Qas  Gathering  Co. 

(Wade  City  Field.,  Jim  Wells  Coun¬ 
ties,  Tex.). 

69  5, 6, 7  Cities  Service  Gas  Co.  (Hugoton  Field, 

Grant  and  Haskell  Counties,  Kans.) 

8  6  United  Fuel  Gas  Co.  (Wyoming 

Counties,  W.  Va.). 

127  10  Texas  Eastern  Trans.  Corp.  (Bethany- 

Long  Street  Field,  DeSoto  Parish, 
—  La.). 


Date 

Effective 
date  1 

Date  sus- 

Cents  per  Mcf  * 

filing 

tendered 

unless 

sus¬ 

pended 

pended 

until— 

Rate  in 
effect 

Proposed 

increased 

rate 

8-25-61 

10-1-61 

3-1-62 

•16.6 

16.8 

8-24-61 

10-1-61 

10-2-61 

13.362 

13. 811 

8-23-61 

10-1-61 

10-2-61 

•  13. 586 

14.036 

8-24-61 

10-1-61 

10-2-61 

13.362 

13.811 

8-23-61 

10-1-61 

10-2-61 

13.362 

13.811 

8-25-61 

9-25-61 

2-25-62 

•11.0 

12.00 

8-29-61 

10-1-61 

3-1-62 

15.5 

16.5 

8-22-61 

8-22-61 

V 

11-1-61 

11-1-61 

4-1-62 

4-1-62 

•11.0 

7  10.  5534 

12.0 

11.  5534 

8-21-61 

9-2|-61 

9-24-61 

11.0 

12.0 

8-24-61 

9-24-61 

2-24-62 

•  9. 8262 

12.0 

8-24-61 

8-24-61 

8-24-61 

11-1-61 

11-1-61 

11-1-61 

4-1-62 

4-1-62 

4-1-62 

•24.0 
i°  25. 0 

16.  211 

u  25.25 
»i  25.25 

16.  4161 

8-24-61 

11-1-61 

4-1-62 

16. 211 

16.  4161 

The  stated  effective  date  is  the  first  day  after  expiration  of  the  required  statutory 
n°hceor,  if  later,  the  date  requested  by  respondent. 

...  The  rates  for  sales  from  Louisana  are  at  a  pressure  base  of  15.025  psia;  from  West 
v‘f?miA  15.325  psia;  and  from  Oklahoma,  Texas,  and  Kansas,  14.65  psia. 

,,  ~?<rU(Jes  l-75  cents  per  Mcf  deducted  by  buyer  for  amortization  of  facilities  and 
me  dehydration,  gathering,  and  treating  of  the  gas. 
i  o  u,  es  0,225  ccDts  per  Mcf  charged  by  seller  for  dehydration. 

Subject  to  downward  Btu  adjustment. 


•  Sweet  gas. 

7  Sour  gas. 

•  Includes  0.4466  cents  per  Mcf  deducted  by  buyer  for  gathering.  The  rate  was 
previously  reported  as  11.055  cents  per  Mcf  based  on  the  Kansas  Minimum  Price 
Order  and  the  Kansas  Severance  Tax,  both  subsequently  invalidated. 

•  Summer  gas. 

10  Winter  gas. 

11  Includes  0.25  cents  per  Mcf  charged  by  seller  for  dehydration. 


1  This  order  does  not  provide  for  the  consolidation  for  hear  ing  or  disposition  of  the  several  matters  covered  herein,  nor  should  it  be  so 

construed. 
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NOTICES 


The  proposed  increased  rates  of  Cres¬ 
cent  Production  Company,  Inc.,  et  al. 
(Crescent),  Crescent  Production  Com¬ 
pany,  Inc.  (Crescent)  and  Harway  Pro¬ 
ducers,  Inc.  (Harway),  provide  for  tax 
reimbursements  which  reflect  question¬ 
able  interpretations  of  the  subject  rate 
schedules.  The  proposals  may  be  sus¬ 
pended  for  one  day;  and  only  the  tax 
reimbursement  portion  of  the  increased 
rates  will  be  subject  to  refund  when  said 
rates  become  effective.  The  proposed 
increased  rate  of  Lab  Oil  Company 
(Lab)  is  based  on  its  purchaser’s  resale 
rate,  which  is  effective  subject  to  refund 
in  the  proceeding  in  Docket  No.  G- 
19936;  the  proposed  rate  may  be  sus¬ 
pended  for  one  day.  The  other  pro¬ 
posed  increased  rates  exceed  the  appli¬ 
cable  area  price  levels  set  forth  in  the 
Commission’s  Statement  of  General  Pol¬ 
icy  No.  61-1  and  the  amendments 
thereto. 

The  changed  rates  and  charges  so  pro¬ 
posed  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable,  un¬ 
duly  discriminatory,  or  preferential,  or 
otherwise  unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds :  It  is  necessary 
and  proper  in  the  public  interest  and  to 
aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  enter  upon  hearings  concerning  the 
lawfulness  of  the  several  proposed 
changes  and  that  the  above-designated 
supplements  be  suspended  and  the  use 
thereof  deferred  as  hereinafter  ordered. 

The  Commission  orders: 

(A)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  particularly  sections  4 
and  15  thereof,  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure,  and  the  reg¬ 
ulations  under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  (18 
CFR  Ch.  I) ,  public  hearings  shall  be 
held  upon  dates  to  be  fixed  by  notices 
from  the  Secretary  concerning  the  law¬ 
fulness  of  the  several  proposed  changed 
rates  and  charges  contained  in  the 
above-designated  supplements. 

(B)  Pending  hearings  and  decisions 
thereon,  the  above-designated  rate  sup¬ 
plements  are  hereby  suspended  and  the 
use  thereof  deferred  until  the  date  in¬ 
dicated  in  the  above  “Date  Suspended 
Until”  column,  and  thereafter  until  such 
further  time  as  they  are  made  effective 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Natural 
Gas  Act:  Provided,  however,  That  only 
the  tax  reimbursement  portion  of  the  in¬ 
creased  rates  proposed  by  Crescent  and 
Harway  shall  be  subject  to  refund  when 
said  rates  become  effective:  And  pro¬ 
vided,  further,  That  the  supplements  to 
the  rate  schedules  filed  by  Crescent, 
Harway,  and  Lab,  as  set  forth  above, 
shall  become  effective  subject  to  refund 
on  the  date  and  in  the  manner  herein 
prescribed  if  within  20  days  from  the 
date  of  issuance  of  this  order  said 
Respondents  shall  each  execute  and  file 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission  an 
agreement  and  undertaking  to  comply 
with  the  refunding  and  reporting  pro¬ 
cedure  required  by  the  Natural  Gas  Act 
and  §  154.102  of  the  regulations  there¬ 
under,  accompanied  by  a  certificate 
showing  service  of  copies  thereof  upon 
all  purchasers  under  the  rate  schedules 
involved.  Unless  said  Respondents  are 
advised  to  the  contrary  within  15  days 
after  the  filing  of  such  agreement  and 


undertaking,  the  agreement  and  under¬ 
taking  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
accepted. 

(C)  Neither  the  supplements  hereby 
suspended,  nor  the  rate  schedules  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby,  shall  be  changed 
until  these  proceedings  have  been  dis¬ 
posed  of  or  until  the  periods  of  suspen¬ 
sion  have  expired,  unless  otherwise 
ordered  by  the  Commission. 

(D)  Notices  of  intervention  or  peti¬ 
tions  to  intervene  may  be  filed  with  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  Washing¬ 
ton  25,  D.C.,  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  of  practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR 
1.8  and  1.37(f))  on  or  before  Novem¬ 
ber  6,  1961. 

By  the  Commission. 

Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9223;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:46  a.m.] 


FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYSTEM 

FIRST  SECURITY  CORP. 

Notice  of  Application  for  Approval  of 

Acquisition  of  Shares  of  a  Bank 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  application 
has  been  made  to  the  Board  of  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System 
pursuant  to  section  3(a)  of  the  Bank 
Holding  Company  Act  of  1956  (12  U.S.C. 
1842),  by  First  Security  Corporation, 
which  is  a  bank  holding  company  lo¬ 
cated  in  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  for  the 
prior  approval  of  the  Board  of  the  ac¬ 
quisition  by  applicant  of  all  of  the  voting 
shares  of  Carbon  Emery  Bank,  Price, 
Utah. 

In  determining  whether  to  approve 
this  application  submitted  pursuant  to 
section  3(a)  of  the  Bank  Holding  Com¬ 
pany  Act,  the  Board  is  required  by  that 
Act  to  take  into  consideration  the  fol¬ 
lowing  factors:  (1)  The  financial  his¬ 
tory  and  condition  of  the  company  and 
the  bank  concerned ;  (2)  their  prospects; 

(3)  the  character  of  their  management; 

(4)  the  convenience,  needs,  and  welfare 
of  the  communities  and  the  area  con¬ 
cerned;  and  (5)  whether  or  not  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  such  acquisition  would  be  to 
expand  the  size  or  extent  of  the  bank 
holding  company  system  involved  be¬ 
yond  limits  consistent  with  adequate 
and  sound  banking,  the  public  interest, 
and  the  preservation  of  competition  in 
the  field  of  banking. 

Not  later  than  thirty  (30)  days  after 
the  publication  of  this  notice  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register,  comments  and  views  re¬ 
garding  the  proposed  acquisition  may  be 
filed  with  the  Board.  Communications 
should  be  addressed  to  the  Secretary, 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  System,  Washington  25,  D.C. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  21st 
day  of  September  1961. 

By  order  of  the  Board  of  Governors. 

[seal]  Merritt  Sherman, 

Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9224;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:46  a.m.] 


INTERSTATE  COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

[Notice  399] 

MOTOR  CARRIER  APPLICATIONS  AND 
CERTAIN  OTHER  PROCEEDINGS 

September  22, 1961. 

The  following  publications  are  gov- 
emed  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission’s  general  rules  of  practice  ini 
eluding  special  rules  (49  CFR  1.241) 
governing  notice  of  filing  of  applications 
by  motor  carriers  of  property  or  passen¬ 
gers  or  brokers  under  sections  206,  209 
and  211  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act 
and  certain  other  proceedings  with  re¬ 
spect  thereto.- 

All  hearings  and  pre-hearing  confer¬ 
ences  will  be  called  at  9:30  o’clock  a  m 
United  States  standard  time  (or  9;3<j 
o’clock  a.m.,  local  daylight  saving  time, 
if  that  time  is  observed),  unless  other¬ 
wise  specified. 

Applications  Assigned  for  Oral  Hearing 
or  Pre-Hearing  Conference 

MOTOR  CARRIERS  OF  PROPERTY 

No.  MC  504  (Sub-No.  44) ,  filed  August 
18,  1961.  Applicant:  HARPER  MOTOR 
LINES,  INC.,  213  Long  Avenue,  Elberton, 
Ga.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Reuben  G. 
Crimm,  1375  Peachtree  Street  NE., 
Atlanta  9,  Ga.  Authority  sought  to  op-  , 
erate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  regular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  General  commodities  (except  those 
of  unusual  value,  Classes  A  and  B  ex¬ 
plosives,  household  goods  as  defined  by 
the  Commission,  commodities  in  bulk, 
and  commodities  requiring  special  equip¬ 
ment),  between  Waycross  and  Bruns¬ 
wick,  Ga. ;  from  Waycross,  over  Georgia 
Highway  50  (U.S.  Highway  84),  to 
Brunswick,  and  return  over  the  same 
route,  serving  all  intermediate  points. 

HEARING:  October  30,  1961,  at  the 
Georgia  Public  Service  Commission,  244 
Washington  Street  SW.,  Atlanta,  Ga„ 
before  Joint  Board  No.  101. 

No.  MC  730  (Sub  No.  194),  filed  May 
29,  1961.  Applicant:  PACIFIC  INTER¬ 
MOUNTAIN  EXPRESS  CO.,  a  corpora¬ 
tion,  1417  Clay  Street,  P.O.  Box  638, 
Oakland,  Calif.  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  trans¬ 
porting  :  Petroleum  and  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts,  in  bulk,  in  tank  vehicles,  between 
points  in  Arizona,  on  the  one  hand,  and, 
on  the  other,  points  in  Utah,  restricted 
against  shipments  originating  at  Phoenix 
and  Tucson,  Ariz.,  destined  to  points  in 
Utah  located  in  or  south  of  Beaver, 
Piute,  Wayne,  and  San  Juan  Counties. 

HEARING:  November  2,  1961,  at  the 
Utah  Public  Service  Commission,  Salt 
La&e  City,  Utah,  before  Joint  Board  No. 
48,  or  if  the  Joint  Board  waives  its  right 
to  participate,  before  Examiner  C.  Evans 
Brooks 

No.  MC  1124  (Sub  No.  177),  filed  June 
27,  1961.  Applicant:  HERRIN  TRANS¬ 
PORTATION  COMPANY,  a  corporation, 
2301  McKinney  Avenue,  Houston,  Tex. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Ralph  W.  Pulley, 
Jr.,  First  National  Bank  Building,  Dallas 
2,  Tex.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as 
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on  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  VITALE,  834  Jerome  Avenue,  Hillside,  transporting  the  commodities  specified 
a  C°kr  routes,  transporting :  General  N. J.  Applicant’s  attorney :  Herman  B.  above,  on  return. 

reS  modifies,  including  Classes  A  and  B  J.  Weckstein,  1060  Broad  Street,  Newark  HEARING:  November  14,  1961,  at  the 
corn!lives  (except  those  of  unusual  value,  2,  N.J.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  New  Post  Office  Building,  Columbus,  , 
eIP'  ehold  goods  as  defined  by  the  Com-  contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  Ohio,  before  Examiner  Parks  M.  Low. 
h°  ion  commodities  in  bulk,  and  those  irregular  routes,  transporting:  Concrete  No.  MC  8968  (Sub-No.  2),  filed  July 
firing  special  equipment),  between  pipe,  concrete  pipe  forms  and  concrete  7,  1961.  Applicant:  HARRY  B.  WIL- 
nnas  Tex.,  and  junction  U.S.  Highway  pipe  manufacturing  equipment,  from  SON,  doing  business  as  WILSON 
?i  and  190  near  Krotz  Springs,  La.:  Prom  East  Brunswick,  N.J.,  to  points  in  Penn-  MOTOR  TRANSIT,  Box  169,  2502  South 
nalhis  Tex.,  over  U.S.  Highway  80  to  sylvania,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Massa-  Main  Street,  Middletown,  Ohio.  Appli- 
rreenwood,  La.;  thence  over  Louisiana  chusetts,  Connecticut,  Maryland,  and  cant’s  attorney:  Herbert  Baker,  50  West 
Highway  511  to  junction  with  Louisiana  Delaware  (within  175  miles  of  East  Broad  Street,  Columbus  15,  Ohio.  Au- 
ffighway  1;  thence  over  Louisiana  High-  Brunswick,  N.J.),  and  damaged  and  re-  thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
may  1  to  Alexandria,  La.;  thence  over  turned  equipment,  on  return.  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular 

U.s  Highway  71  to  junction  with  U.S.  Note:  Applicant  states  the  proposed  serv-  routes,  transporting:  General  Commodi- 

Highway  190  near  Krotz  Springs,  La.,  ice  as  shown  above,  will  be  under  a  continu-  ties  (except  those  of  unusual  value, 
serving  no  intermediate  points  as  an  ing  contract  with  Lock  Joint  Pipe  company,  Classes  A  and  B  explosives,  household 
alternate  route  for  operating  conveni-  of  East  Orange,  n.j.  goods,  as  defined  by  the  Commission, 

ence  only,  in  connection  with  applicant’s  HEARING:  October  31,  1961  at  the  commodities  in  bulk,  and  those  requiring 

regular  route  operations  between  Dallas,  us  Court  ^  Newark,  N.J.,  before  ?£ecial  equipment),  serving  the  site  of 

Tex.,  and  Krotz  Springs,  La  Examiner  Abraham  J.  Essrick.  Jhe  Syntha  Laboratories  plant  near 

HEARING:  November  7,  1961,  at  the  No  MC  440=  (Sub.No  filpd  Jlllv  Ingomar,  Ohio  (located  approximately 

Baker  Hotel-Dallas:Te^’  18,  1961.  Applicant:  DEALERS  TRAN-  5>'4  SoiJth  US'  Highway  35  in 

Board  No.  32  or  if  the  Joint  Board  SIT,  INC.,  13101  South  Torrence  Avenue.  Preble.  County  Ohio)  as  an  off-route 
waives  its  right  to  participate  before  Chicago  33>  I1L  Applicant’s  attorney:  Point  in  connection  with  applicant’s  au- 
Examiner  Francis iA.  Welch  James  W.  Wrape,  Sterick  Building,  thonzed  regular  route  operation  to  and 

No.  MC  1187  (Sub-No.  24) ,  filed  Au-  Mpmnhi~  Tprm  Ant.Witv  in  from  Middletown,  and  to  and  from  Day- 


of  East  Orange,  n.j.  goods,  as  defined  by  the  Commission, 

HEARING:  October  31,  1961  at  the  commodities  in  bulk,  and  those  requiring 
US.  Court  Rooms.  Newark,  N.J.,  before  ®eciaJ  equipment),  serving  the  site  of 


Examiner  Abraham  J.  Essrick. 

No.  MC  4405  (Sub-No.  381),  filed  July 
18,  1961.  Applicant:  DEALERS  TRAN- 


the  Syntha  Laboratories  plant  near 
Ingomar,  Ohio  (located  approximately 
2.4  miles  South  of  U.S.  Highway  35  in 


^TTQTTTvyraM  Memphis,  Tenn.  Authority  sought  to 

operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  tol^EP,^'7 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport-  ^EARIl 


HEARING:  November  16,  1961,  at  the 


poration,  1480  West  Kinzie  Street,  Chi-  7fAut7ail^r±rnillr  New  Post  Office  Building,  Columbus, 

Sago,  Ill.  Applicant’s  attorney:  David  JSf  *  J 1  \odsemi-traRer  chassis  lex^ud  Ohio,  before  Joint  Board  No.  117,  or,  if 

Axelrod,  39  ??Shnrttv  ing  house  ^railers  and  mobile  homes  and  tbe  j0/nt  ®°fard  waives  its  rigbt  Par- 

cago  3,  Ill.  Authority  soii&ht  to  operate  those  trailers  designed  to  be  drawn  by  ticipate.  before  Examiner  Parks  M. 
as  a  common  car  er,  by  toi  eh  le,  passenger  automobiles) ,  in  initial  truck-  Lo^-  _ 

oyer  irregular  route* transporting  Iron  away  and  driveaway  service .  f  rom  points  No.  MC  10297  (Sub-No.  10)  .filed  Au- 
steel,  and  iron  andsteel  articles  between  in  Richland  county,  Ohio,  to  points  in 

Cleveland,  Ohio,  on  the  one  hand,  and,  the  United  States  including  Alaska  but  MOTOR  TRANSPORTATION  CO.,  INC., 
on  the  other,  points  in  Illinois,  In-  ludi  Hawaii  (2)  Tractor s  nthpr  296  Main  Street,  Everett,  Mass.  Appli- 
dlana,  Ohio,  Kentucky,  Wisconsin,  and  Sf^m  tractors,  in  secondary  drive-  canfs  repr^entatfve:  Bert  Collins  140 
Michigan.  way  service  t>ut  only  when  drawing  Cedar  Street,  New  York  6,  N.Y.  Author- 

Note:  Applicant  is  presently  authorized  to  trailers  moving  in  initial  driveway  serv-  1 .  sought  to  operate  as  a  common  car- 
transport  general  commodities  between  ice;  from  points  in  Richland  County,  rier’  by  motor  vehicle  over  irregular 
2^S£-  2K KK'  Ohio,  to  points  in  Alaska,  Arizona,  Ne-  ro“tei’  transporting:  Stone,  cut  and  un- 


the  other,  points  in  Illinois,  Indiana,  Ohio,  ^  Orperm  and  Vprmnnt  cut,  nrasnea  ana  in  me  rougn;  irom 

s&’sss- ns  ,t  the  “  *«.  l™* hcoT . 

application  is  to  lift  the  truckload  restric-  Old  Post  Office  Building,  Public  Square  j^es’  *nd-’  P°mts  in  Massachusetts, 
tion  in  connection  with  the  movement  of  and  Superior  Avenue,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont,  Maine,  Rhode 


cut,  finished  and  in  the  rough;  from 


iron,  steel,  and  iron  and  steel  articles  be-  before  Examiner  Parks  M.  Low. 


tween  these  points  and  Cleveland,  Ohio. 


No.  MC  4405  (Sub-No.  383),  filed  Au- 


Island,  and  Connecticut,  and  rejected, 
returned,  and  damaged  shipments,  on 


HEARING:  November  2,  1961,  at  the  gust  18,  1961.  Applicant:  DEALERS  ret™  DrA7^ .  a  io«i 

Old  Post  Office  Building,  Public  Square  TRANSIT,  INC.,  13101  South  Torrence  SLi5 

and  Superior  Avenue,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  Avenue,  Chicago  33,  Ill.  Applicant’s  at-  NcW  ^t  Office  and  CourtHouse  Build- 
before  Examiner  Parks  M.  Low.  torney:  James  W.  Wrape,  Sterick  Build-  MasS-’  before  Exammer 

No.  MC  2379  (Sub-No.  5)  (CORREC-  mg,  Memphis,  Tenn.  Authority  sought  W^lter^-  ,G  .  inQ,  . 

TION),  filed  June  7,  1961,  published  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  mu  iu(bi  ifeUD-XMO.  iuy^  mea 

Federal  Register,  issue  of  August  16,  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport-  August _  11,  labi. _  Appueam.  iKAWb- 
1961,  amended  September  6,  1961,  re-  mg:  Boat  trailers,  from  the  site  of  the  AMERICAN  FREIGHT ^  L ^NES,  INC., 
pubUshed  as  amended  issue  of  Septem-  Goodreel  Manufacturing  Co.,  Bellville,  Jlortb Q 

ber  20,  1961,  and  republished  as  cor-  Ohio,  to  points  in  the  United  States  in-  9,  lVlich  .  f^P0\p 


rected,  this  issue.  Applicant:  JOYNER  eluding  Alaska,  but  excluding  Hawaii. 
TRUCKING  COMPANY,  a  corporation.  HEARING:  October  31,  1961,  at  the 


TRUCKING  COMPANY,  a  corporation,  HEARING:  October  31,  1961,  at  the 
Linden  Street,  Woodland,  N.C.  Appli-  old  Post  Office  Building,  Public  Square 
cant’s  attorney:  J.  Guy  Revelle,  Jr.,  and  Superior  Avenue,  Cleveland,  Ohio 
Murfreesboro,  N.C.  Notice  of  the  filing  before  Examiner  Parks  M.  Low. 


9,  Mich.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Howell 
Ellis,  Suite  1210-12,  Fidelity  Building, 
111  Monument  Circle,  Indianapolis  4, 


Old  Post  Office  Building,  Public  Square  ^nd-  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a 
and  Superior  Avenue,  Cleveland,  Ohio  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
before  Examiner  Parks  M.  Low.  regular  routes,  transporting:  General 

No  MC  62*37  (Suh-Nn  9)  fiipri  Qnn-  commodities  (except  those  of  unusual 


and  acceptance  of  a  restrictive  amend-  No.  MC  6237  (Sub-No.  2),  filed  Sep-  commoaiaes  ,excepi  mose  oi  unusual 
ment,  restricting  the  authority  sought  tember  5.  1961.  Applicant:  DONALD  S.  iSftSSnSfcErf ty  the^oSnSn 

?£  “P'ywood  °!'°Ve  3treei  L.?di;  commodftles  m  but  commodities  re-' 

SL™  f'  PUb»SSed,  lnu  ,oCD,uc#,L  2  ,  s  attorney:  Herbert  iri  special  Equipment  and  those 

S2  r.e.?  20’  1961'  Baker,  50  West  Broad  Street,  Columbus  injurious  or  contaminating  to  other 

lKat  the  Ap?'u  StlSe  TSf,  as:  15'  Ohi0-  Authority  sought  to  operate  lading) ;  serving  the  plant  site  of  Syntha 
WfJS-  *  hea“ng  0cJt°her  20,  1961,  at  as  a  contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  Laboratories  near  Ingomar,  Ohio  (lo- 
Warrprl  r  nwv,>’C’:  before  pxamin.er  over  irregular  routes,  transporting:  Fur-  cated  approximately  2.4  miles  south  of 
cation  is  correctlv  assfened  for  heaSn^  naCe  pipe’  fittings’  and  ductwork,  from  U.S.  Highway  35  in  Preble  County,  Ohio) 
October  27  1961  at  the  U  S  Court  the  si^e  the  Hugert  Manufacturing  as  an  off -route  point  in  connection  with 


Rooms,  Uptown  Post  Office  Building, 
Raleigh,  N.C.,  before  Examiner  Law¬ 
rence  A.  Van  Dyke,  Jr. 


Maker,  on  west  ttroaa  street,  coiumous  injurious  or  contaminating  to  other 
15,  Ohio.  Authority  sought  to  operate  lading) ;  serving  the  plant  site  of  Syntha 
as  a  contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle.  Laboratories  near  Ingomar,  Ohio  (10- 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting :  Fur-  cated  approximately  2.4  miles  south  of 
nace  pipe,  fittings,  and  ductwork,  from  U.S.  Highway  35  in  Preble  County,  Ohio) 
the  site  of  the  Hugert  Manufacturing  as  an  off-route  point  in  connection  with 
Company,  Montville  Township  (Medina  applicant’s  regular-route  service  be- 


County),  Ohio,  to  points  in  Indiana, 
Kentucky,  Michigan,  and  Pennsylvania, 


No.  MC  2753  (Sub-No.  2) ,  filed  August  and  empty  containers  or  other  such  in- 
1961.  Applicant:  VINCENT  A.  cidental  facilities  (not  specified)  used  in 


tween  Springfield  and  Eaton,  Ohio. 

HEARING:  November  16,  1961,  at  the 
New  Post  Office  Building,  Columbus, 
Ohio,  before  Joint  Board  No.  117,  or,  if 
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NOTICES 


Washington  4,  D.C.  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  General  commodities  (except  those 
of  unusual  value,  Classes  A  and  B  explo¬ 
sives,  household  goods  as  defined  by  the 
Commission,  commodities  in  bulk,  and 
commodities  requiring  special  equip¬ 
ment),  between  Atlanta,  Ga.,  on  the  one 
hand,  and,  on  the  other,  Anniston,  Curry, 
Jacksonville,  Merrellton,  Munford,  Ox¬ 
ford,  Peidmont,  and  Talladega,  Ala. 


Dakota. 
HEARING:  November  6,  1961 

l  pro  f nn  . Wq tt_i  A*  *»»  tflp 

SiOUX  City 

Gordon 


Sheraton-Warrior  Hotel, 
Iowa,  before  Examiner 
Callow. 


No.  MC  26739  (Sub-No.  29)  flu* 

),  1961.  Applicant:  CROUCH 


the  Joint  Board  waives  its  right  to  par-  No.  MC  20824  (Sub-No.  19),  filed  July  Farnhamville  Iowa.  Applicant’s  aU 
ticipate  before  Examiner  Parks  M.  Low.  31,  1961.  Applicant:  COMMERCIAL  torney:  Alan  Foss,  First  National  Bant 
No  MC  11207  (Sub-No.  203),  filed  July  MOTOR  FREIGHT,  INC.,  OF  INDIANA,  Building,  Fargo,  N.  Dak.  Author^ 
31  1961.  Applicant:  DEATON  TRUCK  111  East  McCarty  Street,  Indianapolis,  sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carriZ 
LINE  INC.,  3409  10th  Avenue  North,  Ind.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Robert  C.  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  roS 
Birmingham,  Ala.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Smith,  512  Illinois  Building,  Indianapolis  transporting:  Iron  and  steel  articles 
A.  Alvis  Layne,  Pennsylvania  Building,  4,  Ind.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  steel,  from  Sterling  and  Rock  Falls’  nT 

common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  to  points  in  South  Dakota  ’  ***•• 

regular  routes,  transporting:  General 
commodities  (except  those  of  unusual 
value.  Classes  A  and  B  explosives,  house¬ 
hold  goods  as  defined  in  Practices  of 
Motor  Common  Carriers  of  Household 

Goods,  17  M.C.C.  467,  commodities  in  _ 

bulk,  and  those  requiring  special  equip-  Transport  Building,  st.  jogZT 

ment),  serving  Ingomar,  Ohio,  as  an  Mo.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Clarence  d 
off-route  point  in  connection  with  ap-  T°dd,  1825  Jefferson  Place  NWV,  Wash 

plicant’s  regular-route  operations  be-  mSton  6,  D.C.  Authority  sought  J 

tween  Eaton,  Ohio,  and  Springfield,  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  mot.. 

Ohio,  over  U.S.  Highway  35  and  Ohio  Ye  °ver  irregular  routes,  transport 

Highway  4,  and  in  connection  with  other  Tr1^k  bodies,  knocked  down;  truck 

movement  unaer  wnS  autnunuy,  ,uF  regular  route  operations  as  authorized  in  tr“ck  imping’ hoist) 

ment  moving  between  Atlanta,  Ga.,  and  MC  20824,  and  sub  numbers  thereunder.  ™  °kla- t0  Kansas  City,  Mo' 

Birmingham,  Ala.  It  is  further  noted  that  HEARING :  November  16,  1961,  at  the  November  10,  1961,  at  the 

applicant  requests  (Sub-No.  195)  be  revoked  New  Post  Office  Building,  Columbus,  Par*  East  Hotel,  Kansas  City,  Mo  hp 

upon  issuance  of  the  subject  authority.  Ohio,  before  Joint  Board  No.  117,  or  if,  fore  Joint  Board  No.  180. 

HEARING:  November  1,  1961,  at  the  the  Joint  Board  waives  its  right  to  par-  MC  28951  (Sub-No.  17),  ^ 

US.  Court  Rooms,  Montgomery,  Ala.,  ticipate,  before  Examiner  Parks  M.  Low.  august  li,  1961.  Applicant:  ROBERT 

No.  MC  23939  (Sub-No.  112),  filed  ROSS, _  doing  business  as  Ross 


Note:  Applicant  states  the  proposed  service 
as  shown  above,  will  be  restricted  against 
movement,  under  this  authority,  of  any  ship- 


before  Joint  Board  No.  157. 


No.  MC  11220  (Sub-No.  73)-,  filed  August  30,  1961.  Applicant:  ASBURY  T^NSFER  345  Oak  Street,  Chadron, 

_ I  A  % t  r-i T-*  nr—  A  r  w  _  A.1 |\J  PnT*  A  UUI  TOO  I*  '£•  n  ff  n Mvt  .  « 


August  21,  1961.  Applicant:  GORDONS 
TRANSPORTS,  INC.,  185  West  McLe- 
more  Avenue,  Memphis,  Tenn.  Appli¬ 
cant’s  attorney:  James  W.  Wrape, 
Sterick  Building,  Memphis,  Tenn.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular 
routes,  transporting:  General  com - 
modifies  (except  those  of  unusual  value, 
and  except  livestock,  Classes  A  and  B 
explosives,  household  goods  as  defined  in 
Practices  of  Motor  Common  Carriers  of 
Household  Goods,  17  M.C.C.  467,  com¬ 
modities  in  bulk,  and  those  requiring 
special  equipment),  between  Memphis, 


TRANSPORTATION  CO.,  a  corporation,  Nebr.  Applicant’s  attorney 


2222  East  38th  Street,  Los  Angeles  58, 
Calif.  Applicant’s  attorney:  E.  B. 
Evans,  718  Symes  Building,  Denver  2, 
Colo.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a 
common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  (1) 
Nitrogen,  oxygen,  hydrogen,  helium,  and 


James  e 

Ryan,  214  Sharp  Building,  Linco^ 
Nebr.  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting 
Lumber  and  lumber  products,  from 
points  in  Crook,  Weston  and  Ctunpbell 
Counties,  Wyo.,  to  points  in  Nebraska 
HEARING:  November  17,  1961,  at  toe 


rocket  propellant  fuels,  in  government-  _ 

owned  or  shipper-owned  specially  de-  Nebraska  State  Railway  Commission, 
signed  trailers,  and  (2)  empty  trailers,  Capitol  Building,  Lincoln,  Nebr.,  before 
between  Plattsburg  Air  Force  Base,  Joint  Board  No.  233. 

Plattsburg,  N.Y.,  and  missile  sites  lo-  No.  MC  29553  (Sub-No.  1),  filed  July 
cated  in  New  York  and  Vermont.  19,1961.  Applicant:  HAYES  LAMBERT 

HEARING:  November  17,  1961,  at  the  doing  business  as  LAMBERTS  EX^ 


Tenn.,  and  Mobile,  Ala.,  from  Memphis  Federal  Building,  Albany,  N.Y.,  before  PRESS,  149  Carlisle  Terrace,  Plainfield, 


over  U.S.  Highway  78  to  Tupelo,  Miss., 
thence  over  U.S.  Highway  45  to  Shannon, 
Miss.,  thence  over  Mississippi  Highway 
45W  to  Brooksville,  Miss.,  thence  over 
U.S.  Highway  45  to  Mobile  and  return 
over  the  same  route,  as  an  alternate 
route  for  operating  convenience  only, 
with  no  service  at  any  intermediate 
point. 

HEARING:  November  6,  1961,  at  the 
Claridge  Hotel,  Memphis,  Tenn.,  before 
Examiner  James  A.  McKiel. 

No.  MC  15197  (Sub-No.  2),  filed  Sep¬ 
tember  11,  1961.  Applicant:  JOHN 
BUYSMAN,  JR.,  Sheldon,  Iowa.  Appli¬ 
cant’s  attorney:  George  O.  Johnson, 
Security  Bank  Building,  Sioux  Falls,  S. 
Dak.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a 
contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  Mineral 
mixture  for  livestock  and  poultry  feed¬ 
ing,  animal  and  poultry  feed  and  con¬ 
centrates,  dry  earth  paint  (impregnated 
with  disinfectants),  animal  and  poultry 
tonics  and  medicines,  insecticides,  adver¬ 
tising  matter  and  premiums,  from 
Quincy,  Ill.,  to  Parker,  S.  Dak.,  and 
empty  containers  or  other  such  inci¬ 
dental  facilities  (not  specified)  dam¬ 
aged,  refused  or  unclaimed  shipments 
used  in  transporting  the  above-described 
commodities,  on  return. 

HEARING:  November  3,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak., 
before  Examiner  Gordon  M.  Callow. 


Examiner  Abraham  J.  Essrick. 

No.  MC  25798  (Sub-No.  48),  filed 
July  1,  1961.  Applicant:  CLAY  HYDER 
TRUCKING  LINES,  INC.,  Chimney 
Rock  Highway,  P.O.  Box  1290,  Hender¬ 
sonville,  N.C.  Applicant’s  attorney: 
Thomas  F.  Kilroy,  Suite  610 — 1000  Con¬ 
necticut  Avenue  NW.,  Washington  6,  D.C. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  com¬ 
mon  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  (1) 
Chocolate,  chocolate  syrup,  chocolate 
coating  compounds,  and  chocolate  liquor, 
in  bulk,  in  tank  vehicles,  from  Newark, 
N.J*.,  to  points  in  North  Carolina,  South 
Carolina,  Georgia,  Florida,  Alabama, 
Louisiana,  Mississippi,  Tennessee,  Texas, 
and  Kentucky;  and  (2)  Vegetable  oils 
and  blends  thereof,  liquid  sugar,  invert 
sugar,  syrups,  blends  and  mixtures  of 
corn  syrup  and  liquid  sugar  and  also 
invert  sugar,  in  bulk,  in  tank  vehicles, 
from  New  York  City,  N.Y.,  and  points 
in  the  New  York  City  Commercial  Zone, 
as  defined  by  the  Commission,  to  points 
in  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  Geor¬ 
gia,  Florida,  Alabama,  Louisiana,  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  Tennessee,  Texas,  and  Kentucky. 

HEARING:  November  8,  1961  at  346 
Broadway,  New  York,  N.Y.,  before  Ex¬ 
aminer  Abraham  J.  Essrick. 

No.  MC  25869  (Sub  No.  16) ,  filed  May 
9,  1961.  Applicant:  MYRON  R.  NOLTE 
AND  MAURICE  D.  NOLTE,  a  partner¬ 
ship,  doing  business  as  NOLTE  BROS., 


N.J.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Logan  W. 
McWilson,  189  Halsey  Street,  Suite  604^ 

7,  Newark  2,  N.J.  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  (1)  General  commodities  (except 
those  of  unusual  value,  Classes  A  and  B 
explosives,  household  goods  as  defined 
in  Practices  of  Motor  Common  Carriers 
of  Household  Goods,  17  M.C.C.  467,  com- 
modifies  in  bulk,  commodities  requiring 
special  equipment,  and  those  injurious 
or  contaminating  to  other  lading) ;  from 
Plainfield,  N.J.  to  New  York,  N.Y.,  and 
empty  containers  or  other  such  inciden¬ 
tal  facilities,  used  in  transporting  toe 
above-described  commodities,  on  return 
(2)  General  commodities,  except  those 
of  unusual  value,  Classes  A  and  B  ex¬ 
plosives,  household  goods  as  defined  in 
Practices  of  Motor  Common  Carriers  of 
Household  Goods,  17  M.C.C.  467,  com¬ 
modities  in  bulk,  commodities  requiring 
special  equipment,  and  those  injurious 
or  contaminating  to  other  lading),  and 
empty  containers  or  other  such  inciden¬ 
tal  facilities,  used  in  transporting  the 
above -described  commodities;  between 
points  in  Somerset  County,  N.J.  and  New 
York.N.Y. 

Note:  The  authority  sought  in  (1) 
may  involve  partial  duplication  with  appli¬ 
cant’s  present  authority. 
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HEARING:  October  30,  1961  at  the 
q  Court  Rooms,  Newark,  N.J.,  before 
examiner  Abraham  J.  Essrick. 
wn  MC  29977  (Sub-No.  6) ,  filed  Au- 
t  24  1961.  Applicant:  GROCERY 
&SFER  CORPORATION,  Middle- 
turv  Vt  Applicant’s  attorney:  Wynn 
Underwood,  Middlebury,  Vt.  Authority 
cnuBht  to  operate  as  a  contract  carrier, 
hi  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Ice  cream  mix  and 

skimmed  condensed  milk  with  sugar 
added  in  tank  vehicles,  and  salad  dress¬ 
ing  made  from  milk  and  eggs,  sour  cream 
div  sour  cream,  cottage  cheese ,  and 
cream  cheese,  in  refrigerated  equipment, 
from  Cabot  and  Bradford,  Vt.,  to  Man¬ 
chester  N.H.,  Boston,  Quincy,  Worcester, 
Mass  Providence,  R.I.,  Hartford,  Conn., 
and  Portland,  Maine,  and  empty  contain¬ 
ers  or  other  such  incidental  facilities 
(not  specified)  used  in  transporting  the 
commodities  specified  above,  on  return. 

HEARING:  November  15,  1961,  at  the 
Washington  County  Court  House,  Mont¬ 
pelier,  Vt.,  before  Examiner  Walter  R. 


UCC. 

No.  MC  30605  (Sub-No.  125),  filed 
July  13,  l961-  Applicant:  THE  SANTA 
PE  TRAIL  TRANSPORTATION  COM¬ 
PANY,  433  East  Waterman,  Wichita, 
gans.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Francis  J. 
Steinbrecher,  80  East  Jackson  Boulevard, 
Chicago  4,  Ill.  Authority  sought  to  op¬ 
erate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  ve¬ 
hicle,  over  regular  routes,  transporting: 
General  commodities  (except  those  of 
unusual  value.  Classes  A  and  B  ex¬ 
plosives,  household  goods  as  defined  by 
the  Commission,  commodities  in  bulk, 
and  those  requiring  special  equipment) , 
between  Amarillo,  and  Higgins,  Tex.; 
from  Amarillo,  over  U.S.  Highway  60  to 
Higgins,  and  return  over  the  same  route, 
serving  the  intermediate  points  of  Hig¬ 
gins,  Glazier,  Canadian,  and  Miami, 
Tex. 


Note:  Common  control  may  be  involved. 

HEARING:  November  13,  1961,  at  the 
Herring  Hotel,  Amarillo,  Tex.,  before 
Joint  Board  No.  77,  or,  if  the  Joint 
Board  waives  its  right  to  participate  be¬ 
fore  Examiner  Francis  A.  Welch. 

No.  MC  30844  (Sub-No.  50) ,  filed  Au¬ 
gust  14,  1961.  Applicant:  KROBLIN 
REFRIGERATED  XPRESS,  INC.,  P.O. 
Box  218,  Sumner,  Iowa.  Applicant’s  at¬ 
torneys:  Stockton,  Linville,  Lewis,  and 
Mitchell,  The  1650  Grant  Street  Build¬ 
ing,  Denver  3,  Colo.  Authority  sought 
to  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  (l)  Meats  and  packing-house  prod¬ 
ucts,  as  described  in  Appendix  1,  Para¬ 
graphs  A,  B,  and  C,  in  61  M.C.C.  209, 
272,  from  Ottumwa,  Iowa,  to  Albany, 
Brooklyn,  Buffalo,  Colonie,  Delmar, 
Elmsford,  Garden  City,  Long  Island, 
Jamacia,  Long  Island,  Maspeth,  New 
York,  Rochester,  and  Syracuse,  N.Y., 
Altoona,  Bradley  Junction,  Murrysville, 
Philadelphia,  Pittsburgh,  Scranton,  and 
Yeadon,  Pa.,  Hartford,  Mount  Carmel, 
New  Haven,  and  Waterbury,  Conn., 
Baltimore  and  Halethorpe,  Md.,  Provi¬ 
dence,  R.I.,  Freehold,  Hawthorne,  Jersey 
City,  Newark,  Passaic,  South  Kearny, 
and  Sussex,  N.J.,  Boston,  East  Bridge- 
water,  Fall  River,  Gardner,  Lawrence, 
Randolph,  and  Westwood,  Mass.,  Man¬ 


chester,  N.H.,  and  points  in  Ohio,  In¬ 
diana,  and  Michigan;  and  (2)  Empty 
containers  or  other  such  incidental  fa¬ 
cilities  (not  specified)  used  in  trans¬ 
porting  the  commodities  specified  in  this 
application,  from  the  above-specified 
destination  points  to  Ottumwa,  Iowa. 

HEARING:  October  27,  1961,  at  the 
Offices  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission,  Washington,  D.C.,  before  Ex¬ 
aminer  Isadore  Freidson. 

No.  MC  39869  (Sub-No.  1),  filed  June 
28,  1961.  Applicant:  EDWARD  A. 

THOMPSON,  INC.,  617  West  46th  Street, 
New  York  36,  N.Y.  Applicant’s  repre¬ 
sentative:  William  D.  Traub,  350  Fifth 
Avenue,  New  York  1,  N.Y.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Paper  and  paper  products, 
between  points  in  the  New  York,  N.Y., 
Commercial  Zone  as  defined  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  points  in  Camden,  Bergen, 
Essex,  Hudson,  Union,  Middlesex,  Morris, 
Passaic,  Somerset,  and  Warren  Counties, 
N.J.,  and  Nassau,  Suffolk,  and  West¬ 
chester  Counties,  N.Y. 

HEARING:  November  2,  1961,  at  346 
Broadway,  New  York,  N.Y.,  before  Ex¬ 
aminer  Abraham  J.  Essrick. 

No.  MC  39961  (Sub-No.  4),  filed  Au¬ 
gust  21,  1961.  Aoplicant:  MID  CITY 
FREIGHT  LINES,  INC.,  2328  Crysler, 
Independence,  Mo.  Applicant’s  attor¬ 
ney:  James  F.  Miller,  500  Board  of  Trade 
Building,  10th  and  Wyandotte,  Kansas 
City  5,  Mo.  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting:  Gen¬ 
eral  commodities  (except  those  of  un¬ 
usual  value,  household  goods  as  defined 
by  the  Commission  and  those  requiring 
special  equipment),  between  Lake  City 
Ordnance  Plant  located  near  Independ¬ 
ence,  Mo.,  and  Independence,  Mo. 

Note:  Applicant  states  it  may  now  serve 
Lake  City  Ordnance  Plant  as  a  point  within 
the  Commercial  Zone  of  Buckner,  Mo. 

HEARING:  November  3,  1961,  at  the 
Missouri  Hotel,  Jefferson  City,  Mo.,  be¬ 
fore  Joint  Board  No.  36. 

No.  MC  39961  (Sub-No.  5) ,  filed  August 
31,  1961.  Applicant:  MID  CITY 

FREIGHT  LINES,  INC.,  2328  Crysler, 
Independence,  Mo.  Applicant’s  attor¬ 
ney:  James  F.  Miller,  500  Board  of  Trade, 
10th  and  Wyandotte,  Kansas  City  5,  Mo. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  com¬ 
mon  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  ir¬ 
regular  routes,  transporting:  Classes  A 
and  B  explosives,  between  Independence, 
and  Buckner,  Mo.,  on  the  one  hand,  and, 
on  the  other,  the  site  of  Lake  City  Ord¬ 
nance  Plant  located  near  Independence, 
Mo. 

HEARING:  November  2,  1961,  at  the 
Missouri  Hotel,  Jefferson  Ci£y,  Mo.,  be¬ 
fore  Joint  Board  No.  36. 

No.  MC  40235  (Sub-No.  23),  filed  July 
31,  1961.  Applicant:  I.R.C.  &  D.  MOTOR 
FREIGHT,  INC.,  128  South  Second 
Street,  Richmond,  Ind.  Authority  sought 
to  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  regular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  General  commodities  (except  those 
of  unusual  value,  and  except  livestock, 
Classes  A  and  B  explosives,  household 
goods  when  transported  as  a  separate  and 
distinct  service  in  connection  with  so- 
called  “household  movings”,  commodi¬ 


ties  in  bulk,  commodities  requiring  spe¬ 
cial  equipment,  and  those  injurious  or 
contaminating  to  other  lading) ;  serving 
Ingomar,  Ohio  as  an  off-route  point  in 
connection  with  applicant’s  regular- 
route  operations  between  the  Indiana- 
Ohio  State  line  and  Dayton,  Ohio  over 
U.S.  Highway  35,  and  in  connection  with 
other  regular-route  operations  as  au¬ 
thorized  in  MC  40235  and  Subs  there¬ 
under. 

HEARING:  November  16,  1961,  at  the 
New  Post  Office  Building,  Columbus, 
Ohio,  before  Joint  Board  No.  117,  or  if, 
the  Joint  Board  waives  its  right  to  par¬ 
ticipate,  before  Examiner  Parks  M.  Low. 

No.  MC  41144  (Sub  No.  3),  filed  June 
15,  1961.  Applicant:  PRISCILLA  M. 
FORMAN  AND  HAROLD  L.  FORMAN, 
doing  business  as  FORMAN’S  MOTOR 
TRANSFER,  257  Pine  Street,  Burlington, 
Vt.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Harold  J. 
Arthur,  152  Bank  Street,  Burlington,  Vt., 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Road  construction 
machinery  and  equipment  as  set  forth 
in  I.C.C.  Ex  Parte  M.C.  45-61  M.C.C.  766- 
209,  from  points  in  Chittenden,  Wash¬ 
ington,  Addison,  Grand  Isle,  Franklin, 
and  Lamoille  Counties,  Vt.,  to  points  in 
Vermont,  Connecticut,  Maine,  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  New  Hampshire,  New  York, 
New  Jersey,  and  Rhode  Island. 

HEARING:  November  14,  1961,  at  the 
Washington  County  Court  House,  Mont¬ 
pelier,  Vt.,  before  Examiner  Walter  R. 
Lee. 

No.  MC  59531  (Sub-No.  85),  filed 
August  14,  1961.  Applicant:  AUTO 
CONVOY  CO.,  a  corporation,  3020  South 
Haskell  Avenue,  Dallas,  Tex.  Appli¬ 
cant’s  attorney:  Reagan  Sayers,  Century 
Life  Building,  Fort  Worth  2,  Tex.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  New  automobiles, 
trucks  and  chassis,  in  truckaway  service, 
in  secondary  movements;  from  El  Paso, 
Tex.,  to  points  in  Cochise,  Graham, 
Greenlee,  Pima,  and  Santa  Cruz 
Counties,  Ariz.,  and  Catron,  Chaves,  De 
Baca,  Donna  Ana,  Eddy,  Grant,  Hidalgo, 
Lea,  Lincoln,  Lima,  Otero,  Roosevelt, 
Sierra,  and  Socorro  Counties,  N.  Mex., 
and  rejected  and  damaged  shipments,  on 
return.  RESTRICTION:  Restricted  to 
traffic  which  has  had  a  prior  movement 
by  rail. 

HEARING:  November  14,  1961,  at  the 
New  Mexico  State  Corporation  Commis¬ 
sion,  Sante  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  before  Joint 
Board  No.  127,  or  if  the  Joint  Board 
waives  its  right  to  participate  before  Ex¬ 
aminer  C.  Evans  Brooks. 

No.  MC  59680  (Sub  No.  132) ,  filed  June 
23,  1961.  Applicant:  STRICKLAND 

TRANSPORTATION  CO..  INC..  2917 
Gulden  Lane,  Dallas,  Tex.  Applicant’s 
attorney:  Ewell  H.  Muse,  Jr.,  Suite  415, 
Perry-Brooks  Building,  Austin  1,  Tex. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular 
routes,  transporting:  General  commodi¬ 
ties  (except  those  of  unusual  value. 
Classes  A  and  B  explosives,  household 
goods  as  defined  by  the  Commission, 
commodities  in  bulk,  and  those  requiring 
special  equipment) ,  between  Dallas,  Tex. 
and  Krotz  Springs,  La.;  from  Dallas  over 
U.S.  Highway  175  to  Kaufman,  Tex., 
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thence  over  Texas  Highway  243  to  Can¬ 
ton,  Tex.,  thence  over  Texas  Highway  64 
to  Henderson,  Tex.,  thence  over  Texas 
Highway  26  to  Mount  Enterprise,  Tex., 
thence  over  U.S.  Highway  84  to  inter¬ 
section  with  U.S.  Highway  71,  near 
Coushatta,  La.,  thence  over  U.S.  High¬ 
way  71  to  intersection  with  U.S.  Highway 
190  near  Krotz  Springs,  and  return  over 
the  same  route,  serving  no  intermediate 
points,  as  an  alternate  route  for  operat¬ 
ing  convenience  only  in  connection  with 
applicant’s  presently  certificated  route 
between  Dallas,  Tex.,  and  Krotz  Springs, 
La. 

HEARING:  November  7,  1961,  at  the 
Baker  Hotel,  Dallas,  Tex.,  before  Joint 
Board  No.  32,  or,  if  the  Joint  Board 
waives  its  right  to  participate  before 
Examiner  Francis  A.  Welch. 

No.  MC  61396  (Sub-No.  85),  filed  July 
31,  1961.  Applicant:  HERMAN  BROS., 
INC.,  229  W.O.W.  Building,  Omaha,  Nebr. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Donald  L.  Stern, 
924  City  National  Bank  Building,  Omaha 
2,  Nebr.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as 
a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  Salt  and 
salt  compounds,  in  bulk,  and  in  bags, 
from  Omaha,  Nebr.,  and  points  within 
10  miles  thereof,  to  points  in  Nebraska, 
Iowa,  Minnesota,  North  Dakota,  South 
Dakota,  and  Missouri,  and  empty  con¬ 
tainers  or  other  such  incidental  facilities 
(not  specified)  and  returned  and  rejected 
shipments,  used  in  transporting  the 
above-described  commodities,  on  return. 

HEARING:  November  16,  1961,  at  the 
Hotel  Sheraton  Fontenelle,  Omaha, 
Nebr.,  before  Examiner  Gordon  M. 
Callow. 

No.  MC  61623  (Sub-No.  12),  filed 
August  10, 1961.  Applicant:  GATE  CITY 
TRANSPORT  COMPANY,  a  corporation, 
13401  Eldon  Avenue,  Detroit  34,  Mich. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  George  S.  Dixon, 
Guardian  Building,  Detroit  26,  Mich. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Pulp  hoard  or  fiber 
hoard,  in  rolls  or  in  sheets  constituting 
more  than  80  percent  wood  fiber,  from 
Plymouth,  N.C.,  to  Detroit  and  Three 
Rivers,  Mich.,  Middlebury,  Seymour, 
South  Bend,  and  Goshen,  Ind.,  Harmony, 
Pa.,  and  Mount  Vernon,  Ohio. 

Note:  Applicant  states  he  has  authority 
under  MC  61623,  to  transport  finished  auto¬ 
mobiles  and  other  motor  vehicle  traffic,  and 
that  the  service  herein  proposed  will  con¬ 
stitute  a  backhaul.  It  is  further  noted  that 
common  control  may  be  involved. 

HEARING:  October  24,  1961,  at  the 
Detroit-Leland  Hotel,  Detroit,  Mich., 
before  Commissioner  William  H.  Tucker. 

No.  MC  61788  (Sub-No.  18),  filed 
August  18,  1961.  Applicant:  GEORGIA 
FLORIDA  ALABAMA  TRANSPORTA¬ 
TION  COMPANY,  a  corporation,  Speig- 
ner  Street,  Dothan,  Ala.  Applicant’s 
attorney:  W.  G.  Hardwick,  Suite  205, 
Penney  Building,  Dothan,  Ala.  Author¬ 
ity  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular 
routes,  transporting:  General  commodi¬ 
ties  (except  those  of  unusual  value. 
Classes  A  and  B  explosives,  household 
goods,  as  defined  by  the  Commission, 
commodities  in  bulk,  and  those  requiring 
special  equipment) ,  between  Dothan, 


Ala.,  and  Cedar  Springs,  Ga.;  from 
Dothan  over  U.S.  Highway  84  to  Saffold, 
Ga.,  thence  over  an  unnumbered  high¬ 
way  to  Cedar  Springs,  and  return  over 
the  same  route,  serving  the  intermediate 
points  of  Ashford,  and  Gordon,  Ala.,  and 
Saffold,  Ga.,  and  off-route  points  within 
five  (5)  miles  of  Cedar  Springs,  Ga. 

HEARING:  November  2,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Montgomery,  Ala., 
before  Joint  Board  No.  157. 

No.  MC  66562  (Sub-No.  1839) ,  filed  Au¬ 
gust  21,  1961.  Applicant:  RAILWAY 
EXPRESS  AGENCY,  INCORPORATED, 
219  East  42d  Street,  New  York  17,  N.Y. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Robert  C.  Boozer, 
Suite  1220,  The  Citizens  &  Southern 
National  Bank  Building,  Atlanta  3,  Ga. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular 
routes,  transporting:  General  commodi¬ 
ties,  moving  in  express  service,  between 
Charlotte,  N.C.,  and  Lancaster,  S.C.; 
from  Charlotte  over  U.S.  Highway  21  to 
Rock  Hill,  S.C.,  thence  over  South  Car¬ 
olina  Highway  72  to  Chester,  S.C.,  thence 
over  South  Carolina  Highway  97  to  Great 
Falls,  S.C.,  thence  over  South  Carolina 
Highway  200  to  Lancaster,  and  return 
over  the  same  route,  serving  the  inter¬ 
mediate  points  of  Pineville,  N.C.,  and 
Fort  Mill,  Rock  Hill,  Chester  and  Great 
Falls,  S.C.  RESTRICTIONS:  The  serv¬ 
ice  to  be  performed  shall  be  limited  to 
that  which  is  auxiliary  to,  or  supple¬ 
mental  of,  express  service  of  Railway 
Express  Agency,  Inc.  Shipments  trans¬ 
ported  shall  be  limited  to  those  moving 
on  through  bills  of  lading  or  express 
receipts  of  Railway  Express  Agency,  Inc. 
Such  further  conditions  as  the  Commis¬ 
sion  in  the  future  may  find  necessary  to 
impose  in  order  to  restrict  applicant’s 
operations  to  service  which  is  auxiliary 
or  supplemental  to  air  or  rail  express 
service  of  Railway  Express  Agency,  Inc. 

Note:  Applicant  states  the  operations 
proposed  above  will  be  performed  in  con¬ 
junction  with  its  existing  authority  between 
Chester  and  Kershaw,  S.C. 

HEARING:  November  6,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Uptown  P.O.  Building, 
Raleigh,  N.C.,  before  Joint  Board  No.  2. 

No.  MC  70451  (Sub-No.  234) ,  filed  Sep¬ 
tember  13,  1961.  Applicant:  WATSON 
BROS.  TRANSPORTATION  CO.,  INC., 
1910  Harney  Street,  Omaha,  Nebr.  Ap¬ 
plicant’s  attorney:  David  Axelrod,  39 
South  La  Salle  Street,  Chicago  3,  Ill. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular 
routes,  transporting:  General  commodi¬ 
ties  (except  commodities  of  unusual 
value,  household  goods  as  defined  by  the 
Commission,  commodities  in  bulk,  and 
commodities  which  because  of  size  or 
weight  require  special  equipment  or 
handling),  serving  the  site  of  the  Lemon 
Dam,  located  on  the  Florida  River, 
approximately  16  miles  northeast  of 
Durango,  Colo.,  as  an  off-route  point  in 
connection  with  applicant’s  presently 
authorized  regular-route  operations  to 
and  from  Durango,  Colo. 

HEARING:  October  24,  1961  at  the 
New  Customs  House,  Denver,  Colo., 
before  Joint  Board  No.  126,  or  if  the 
Joint  Board  waives  its  right  to  partici¬ 
pate  before  Examiner  James  O’D  Moran. 


No.  MC  78632  (Sub-No  US) 

July  3,  1961.  Applicant:  HobvS 

MOTOR  EXPRESS  CO.,  INC  PoUea 
nue  (P.O.  Box  450),  Nashville  th 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Walter  Harwr^ 
515  Nashville  Trust  Building  NasW 
3,  Tenn.  Authority  sought  to  oS' 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  veSi 
over  regular  routes,  transporting-  Gen’ 
eral  commodities  (except  those  ofmT 
usual  value,  Classes  A  and  B  explosive 
household  goods  as  defined  by  the  Com 
mission,  commodities  in  bulk,  and  tho» 
requiring  special  equipment),  betwem 
Chicago,  Ill.,  and  Birmingham  Ak- 
from  Chicago  over  Interstate  Highway  65 
to  Birmingham,  and  return  over  the 
same  route,  serving  no  intermediate 
points,  as  an  alternate  route  for  opera 
ting  convenience  only  in  conjunction 
with  applicant’s  presently  authorized 
routes  between  Chicago  and  Birmingham 
by  way  of  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  Louisville 
Ky.,  and  Nashville,  Tenn. 


Note  :  Applicant  states  it  proposes  to  use 
any  or  all  segments  of  said  Interstate  High- 
way  65  as  they  are  completed  and  opened  to 
traffic. 


HEARING:  November  16,  1961,  at  the 
Dinkler-Andrew  Jackson  Hotel,  Nash¬ 
ville,  Tenn.,  before  Examiner  James  A 
McKiel. 

No.  MC  84770  (Sub-No.  15),  filed  Sep¬ 
tember  20,  1961.  Applicant:  THE 
ROYAL  TRANSPORTATION  COM¬ 
PANY,  a  corporation,  P.O.  Box  268,  Pitts¬ 
burgh  30,  Pa.  Applicant’s  attorney: 
John  A.  Vuono,  1515  Park  Building, 
Pittsburgh  22,  Pa.  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  regular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  General  commodities  (except 
Classes  A  and  B  explosives  (except  small 
arms  ammunition) ,  livestock,  currency, 
bullion,  articles  of  virtu,  household  goods 
as  defined  by  the  Commission,  and  loose 
bulk  commodities,  uncrated),  serving 
Cockeysville,  Md„  as  an  off-route  point 
in  connection  with  applicant’s  presently 
authorized  regular-route  operations  to 
and  from  Baltimore,  Md. 


Note:  Common  control  may  be  involved. 

HEARING:  October  2,  1961,  at  Room 
709,  U.S.  Appraisers’  Stores  Building, 
Gay  and  Lombard  Streets,  Baltimore, 
Md.,  before  Joint  Board  No.  112,  or  if  the 
Joint  Board  waives  its  right  to  partici¬ 
pate,  before  Examiner  Gordon  N.  Callow. 

No.  MC  87113  (Sub-No.  3),  filed  Sep¬ 
tember  5,  1961.  Applicant:  WHEATON 
VAN  LINES,  INC.,  P.O.  Box  55191,  Indi- 
anapolis'5,  Ind.  Authority  sought  to  op¬ 
erate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  Household  goods,  as  described  in 
Practices  of  Motor  Common  Carriers  of 
Household  Goods,  17  M.C.C.  467,  (1)  be¬ 
tween  joints  in  North  Dakota  and  South 
Dakota,  and  (2)  between  points  in  North 
Dakota  and  South  Dakota  on  the  one 
hand,  and,  on  the  other,  points  in  Ala¬ 
bama,  Arkansas,  Colorado,  Connecticut, 
Delaware,  Florida,  Georgia,  Illinois,  In¬ 
diana,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Kentucky,  Louisi¬ 
ana,  Maine,  Maryland,  Massachusetts, 
Michigan,  Minnesota,  Mississippi,  Mis¬ 
souri,  Nebraska,  New  Hampshire,  New 
Jersey,  New  York,  North  Carolina,  Ohio, 
Oklahoma,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Island, 
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-  rarolina,  Tennessee,  Texas,  Ver- 
»u‘h  vSSnia,  West  Virginia,  wiscon- 
®°  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

HEARING:  November  2,  1961,  at  the 
ns  Court  Rooms,  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak., 
Wore  Examiner  Gordon  N.  Callow. 

No  MC  93903  (Sub-No.  7),  filed  Au- 
14  1961.  Applicant:  ANDERSON’S 
TRUCKING  CORPORATION,  93  Marcy 
Avenue  East  Orange,  N.J.  Applicant’s 
Forney:  Herman  B.  J.  Weckstein,  1060 
Broad  Street,  Newark  2,  N.J.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  contract  carrier, 
bv  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Concrete  pipe,  fittings, 
forms  molds,  and  equipment  used  in  the 
manufacture  of  concrete  pipe,  from  East 
Brunswick,  N.J.,  to  points  in  New  York, 
New  Jersey,  Connecticut,  Rhode  Island, 
Massachusetts,  Pennsylvania,  Delaware, 
and  Maryland  within  175  miles  of  East 
Brunswick,  N.J. 

Note:  Applicant  states  the  proposed  serv¬ 
ice  wiU  be  under  a  continuing  contract  .with 
Lock  Joint  Pipe  Company,  of  East  Orange, 
NJ.  * 


HEARING:  October  31,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Newark,  N.J.,  before 
Examiner  Abraham  J.  Essrick. 

No.  MC  95540  (Sub  No.  375)  filed  June 
23, 1961.  Applicant:  WATKINS  MOTOR 
LINES,  INC.,  Albany  Highway,  Thomas- 
ville,  Ga.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Joseph 
H.  Blackshear,  Gainesville,  Ga.  Author¬ 
ity  sought  to  operate  as  a  common  car¬ 
rier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Meats,  meat  prod¬ 
ucts,  meat  toy-products,  dairy  products 
and  articles  distributed  by  meat  packing 
houses,  as  defined  by  the  Commission, 
(1)  from  Denver,  Pueblo,  Colorado 
Springs,  Greely,  Colo.,  and  Scotts  Bluff, 
Nebr.,  to  points  in  Connecticut,  Delaware, 
Maryland,  Massachusetts,  New  York, 
Rhode  Island,  Pennsylvania,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  New  Jersey,  South  Carolina,  and 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  (2)  from 
Scotts  Bluff,  Nebr.,  to  points  in  Virginia, 
North  Carolina,  California,  Arizona, 
Georgia,  Alabama,  Florida,  Mississippi, 
and  Louisiana. 

HEARING:  November  8,  1961,  at  the 
New  Customs  House,  Denver,  Colo.,  be¬ 
fore  Examiner  C.  Evans  Brooks. 

No.  MC  98243  (Sub-No.  4),  filed 
August  21,  1961.  Applicant:  NEFF 
TRUCKING  COMPANY,  INC.,  622  North 
Second  Street,  Sterling,  Colo.  Appli¬ 
cant’s  attorney:  Alvin  J.  Meiklejohn, 
Jr.,  Suite  526,  Denham  Building,  Denver 
2,  Colo.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as 
a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  Machin¬ 
ery,  equipment,  materials,  and  supplies, 
used  in  or  in  connection  with,  the  dis¬ 
covery,  development,  production,  re¬ 
fining,  manufacture,  processing,  storage, 
transmission,  and  distribution  of  natural 
gas,  and  petroleum,  and  their  products 
and  byproducts,  and  machinery,  ma¬ 
terials,  equipment,  and  supplies  used  in, 
or  in  connection  with,  the  construction, 
operations,  repair,  servicing  mainte¬ 
nance  and  dismantling  of  pipelines  (ex¬ 
cept  the  stringing  or  picking  up  of  pipe 
in  connection  with  main  or  truck  pipe¬ 
lines),  between  points  in  Colorado, 
Kansas,  Nebraska,  and  Oklahoma. 

HEARING:  November  6,  1961,  at  the 
New  Customs  House,  Denver,  Colo.,  be¬ 
fore  Examiner  C.  Evans  Brooks. 
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No.  MC  103993  (Sub-No.  153),  filed 
August  14,  1961.  Applicant:  MORGAN 
DRIVE-AWAY,  INC.,  500  Equity  Build¬ 
ing,  Elkhart,  Ind.  Applicant’s  attorney: 
John  E.  Lesow,  3737  North  Meridian 
Street,  Indianapolis  8,  Ind.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Trailers,  designed  to  be 
drawn  by  passenger  automobiles,  in  ini¬ 
tial  movements,  in  truckaway  service, 
from  points  in  Arkansas  (except  from 
Newport,  Ark.,  and  points  within  ten 
miles  of  Newport,  and  except  from  Jack¬ 
sonville,  Ark.),  to  all  points  in  the 
United  States,  including  Alaska,  but 
(excluding  Hawaii). 

HEARING:  October  31,  1961,  at  the 
Arkansas  Commerce  Commission,  Justice 
Building,  State  Capitol,  Little  Rock,  Ark., 
before  Examiner  Francis  A.  Welch. 

No.  MC  104675  (Sub-No.  15),  hied 
June  26,  1961.  Applicant:  FRONTIER 
DELIVERY,  INC.,  620  Elk  Street,  Buffalo 
10,  N.Y.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Thomas 
J.  Runfola,  631  Niagara  Street,  Buffalo, 
N.Y.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a 
common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting :  Petroleum 
and  petroleum  products,  in  bulk,  in  tank 
vehicles,  from  Albany,  N.Y.,  to  points  in 
Vermont  and  New  Hampshire,  and 
damaged,  refused  and  rejected  shipments 
of  the  above  specified  commodities,  on 
return. 

Note:  Common  control  may  be  involved. 

HEARING:  November  13,  1961,  at  the 
Federal  Building,  Albany,  N.Y.,  before 
Examiner  Abraham  J.  Essrick. 

No.  MC  104800  (Sub  No.  5),  filed 
March  1,  1961.  Applicant:  BAXTER 
TRANSFER,  INC.,  P.O.  Box  26,  Baxter, 
Ky.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Ollie  L.  Mer¬ 
chant,  Suite  202,  140  South  Fifth  Street, 
Louisville  2,  Ky.  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  Mine  machinery,  mine  equipment, 
and  parts  and  accessories  for  mine  ma¬ 
chinery  and  equipment;  between  Knox¬ 
ville,  Tenn.,  on  the  one  hand,  and  on  the 
other,  points  in  the  United  States  (ex¬ 
cluding  Alaska  and  Hawaii). 

Note:  Applicant  states  that  any  duplica¬ 
tion  of  authority  requested  in  this  applica¬ 
tion  with  applicant’s  present  authority  to 
be  eliminated. 

HEARING:  October  31,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  be¬ 
fore  Examiner  James  A.  McKiel. 

No.  MC  106398  (Sub-No.  183),  filed 
July  27,  1961.  Applicant:  NATIONAL 
TRAILER  CONVOY,  INC.,  1916  North 
Sheridan  Road,  Tulsa,  Okla.  Applicant’s 
attorney:  Harold  G.  Hernly,  1624  Eye 
Street  NW.,  Washington  6,''D.C.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Trailers,  designed 
to  be  drawn  by  passenger  automobile, 
in  truckaway  service,  in  initial  move¬ 
ments,  from  points  in  Arkansas  (except 
Camden)  to  points  in  the  United  States, 
including  Alaska,  but  excluding  Hawaii. 

HEARING:  October  30,  1961,  at  the 
Arkansas  Commerce  Commission,  Justice 
Building,  State  Capitol,  Little  Rock,  Ark., 
before  Examiner  Francis  A.  Welch. 

No.  MC  106497  (Sub-No.  23),  filed 
July  17,  1961.  Applicant:  PARKHILL 


TRUCK  COMPANY,  a  corporation,  4209 
South  Memorial  Drive,  Tulsa,  Okla. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Carll  V.  Kret- 
singer.  Suite  1014-18  Temple  Building, 
Kansas  City  6,  Mo.  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  Pipe  and  conduit,  and  fittings  there¬ 
for,  from  Hillsboro,  Tex.,  to  points  in 
Arizona,  and  refused  and  rejected  ship¬ 
ments,  on  return. 

HEARING:  November  15,  1961,  at  the 
New  Mexico  State  Corporation  Commis¬ 
sion,  Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  before  Joint 
Board  127,  or,  if  the  Joint  Board  waives 
its  right  to  participate,  before  Examiner 

C.  Evans  Brooks. 

No.  MC  106621  (Sub-No.  21) ,  filed  Sep¬ 
tember  8,  1961.  Applicant:  MELTON 
TRANSPORT  COMPANY,  5901  Dexter, 
P.O.  Box  477,  Adams  City,  Colo.  Ap¬ 
plicant’s  attorney:  Alvin  J.  Meiklejohn, 
Jr.,  Suite  526  Denham  Building,  Denver 
2,  Colo.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as 
a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  Asphalt, 
road  oil  and  residual  oils,  between  points 
in  Nebraska  on  and  west  of  U.S.  High¬ 
way  183. 

Note:  Applicant  "holds  authority  in  MC 
106621  Sub  13  to  transport  petroleum  in  the 
above  territory. 

HEARING:  November  15,  1961,  at  the 
Nebraska  State  Railway  Commission, 
Capitol  Building,  Lincoln,  Nebr.,  before 
Joint  Board  No.  93. 

No.  MC  106965  (Sub-No.  171),  filed 
August  23,  1961.  Applicant:  M.  'J. 
O’BOYLE  &  SON,  INC.,  doing  business 
as  O’BOYLE  TANK  LINES,  1825  Jeffer¬ 
son  Place  NW.,  Washington,  D.C.  Ap¬ 
plicant’s  attorney:  Dale  C.  Dillon,  1825 
Jefferson  Place  NW.,  Washington  6, 

D. C.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a 
common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting :  Dry  sand, 
ground  and  pulverized,  in  special  equip¬ 
ment,  from  Edmund,  S.C.,  and  points 
within  ten  (10)  miles  thereof,  to  points 
in  Georgia  and  North  Carolina. 

Note:  Applicant  has  pending  application 
for  contract  authority  in  MC  112663  Sub  1; 
therefore,  dual  operations  may  be  involved. 
Common  control  may  be  involved. 

HEARING:  November  7,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Uptown  Post  Office 
Building,  Raleigh,  N.C.,  before  Joint 
Board  No.  130. 

No.  MC  107403  (Sub-No.  356),  filed 
August  22,  1961.  Applicant:  E. 

BROOKE  MATLACK,  INC.,  33d  and 
Arch  Streets,  Philadelphia  4,  Pa.  Ap¬ 
plicant’s  attorneys:  Shertz,  Barnes  and 
Shertz,  Suite  601,  226  South  16th 
Street,  Philadelphia  2,  Pa.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  car¬ 
rier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Dry  sand,  ground 
and  pulverized,  in  special  equipment, 
from  Edmund,  S.C.,  and  points  within 
ten  (10)  miles  thereof,  to  points  in 
Georgia  and  North  Carolina". 

Note:  Applicant  holds  contract  authority 
in  MC  117637  and  Sub  1,  therefore,  dual 
operations  may  be  Involved.  Common  con¬ 
trol  may  be  involved. 

HEARING:  November  7,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Uptown  Post  Office 
Building,  Raleigh,  N.C.,  before  Joint 
Board  No.  130. 
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No.  MC  107515  (Sub-No.  371),  filed 
August  16,  1961.  Applicant:  REFRIG¬ 
ERATED  TRANSPORT  CO.,  INC.,  290 
University  Avenue  SW.,  Atlanta  10,  Ga. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Paul  M.  Daniell, 
214-217  Grant  Building,  Atlanta  3,  Ga. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Mayonnaise  and 
table  sauces,  requiring  refrigeration  in 
transit,  in  vehicles  equipped  with 
mechanical  refrigeration,  from  Macon, 
Ga.,  to  points  in  Florida. 

HEARING:  October  31,  1961,  at  the 
Georgia  Public  Service  Commission,  244 
Washington  Street  SW.,  Atlanta,  Ga., 
before  Joint  Board  No.  64. 

No.  MC  107802  (Sub-No.  3) ,  filed  July 
12,  1961.  Applicant:  LEWIS  ROGERS, 
P.O.  Box  415,  Naples,  Tex.  Applicant’s 
attorney:  Leroy  Hallman,  617  First  Na¬ 
tional  Bank  Building,  Dallas  2,  Tex. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  con¬ 
tract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  Fertilizer, 

(1)  from  Texarkana,  Ark.,  to  points  in 
Texas,  Louisiana,  and  Oklahoma,  and 

(2)  from  Fort  Worth,  Tex.,  to  points  in 
Oklahoma,  and  rejected  shipments  of 
the  above -specified  commodity,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  routes  (1)  and  (2)  above, 
on  return. 

HEARING:  November  8,  1961,  at  the 
Baker  Hotel,  Dallas,  Tex.,  before  Ex¬ 
aminer  Francis  A.  Welch. 

No.  MC  107839  (Sub-No.  37),  filed 
July  28,  1961.  Applicant:  DENVER- 
ALBUQUERQUE  MOTOR  TRANS¬ 
PORT,  INC.,  4716  Humboldt  Street, 
Denver,  Colo.  Applicant’s  attorney: 
Marion  F.  Jones,  526  Denham  Building, 
Denver  2,  Colo.  Authority  sought  to  op¬ 
erate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  ve¬ 
hicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transporting: 
Butter,  from  Denver,  Colo.,  to  Little 
Rock,  Ark.,  and  Oklahoma  City,  Okla. 

Note:  Applicant  states  the  service  re¬ 
quested  Is  a  peddle  operation  from  Denver, 
Oolo.,  to  the  two  points  named  and  to  Dallas, 
Tex.,  which  applicant  is  authorized  to  serve 
under  its  Sub  3  certificate,  and  Tulsa,  Okla., 
which  it  is  authorized  to  serve  under  its 
Sub  21  certificate. 

HEARING:  November  7,  1961,  at  the 
New  Customs  House,  Denver,  Colo.,  be¬ 
fore  Examiner  C.  Evans  Brooks. 

No.  MC  108380  (Sub-No.  56) ,  filed  July 
20,  1961.  Applicant:  JOHNSTON’S 

FUEL  LINERS,  INC.,  P.O.  Box  112,  New¬ 
castle,  Wyo.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Tru¬ 
man  A.  Stockton,  Jr.,  The  1650  Grant 
Street  Building,  Denver  3,  Colo.  Author¬ 
ity  sought  to  operate  as  a  common  car¬ 
rier,  by  motor  vehicle,  ovdr  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Petroleum  and  pe¬ 
troleum  products,  in  bulk,  in  tank  vehi¬ 
cles,  from  points  in  Wyoming  on  and 
east  of  U.S.  Highway  87  (except  New¬ 
castle,  Wyo.),  to  points  in  Montana  on 
and  east  of  a  line  extending  along  U.S. 
Highway  87  from  the  Montana- Wyoming 
State  line,  to  Billings,  Mont.,  thence 
along  U.S.  Highway  10  through  Livings¬ 
ton,  Mont.,  to  junction  U.S.  Highway 
10N,  thence  along  U.S.  Highway  10N 
through  Townsend,  Mont.,  to  Helena, 
Mont.,  thence  along  U.S.  Highway  91 
through  Cascade  Mont.,  to  Great  Falls, 
Mont.,  and  thence  along  U.S.  Highway 
89  through  Browning,  Mont.,  to  the  In¬ 


ternational  Boundary  between  the 
United  States  and  Canada. 

HEARING:  October  31,  1961,  at  the 
Wyoming  Public  Service  Commission, 
Supreme  Court  and  State  Library  Build¬ 
ing,  Cheyenne,  Wyo.,  before  Joint  Board 
No.  123,  or,  if  the  Joint  Board  waives  its 
right  to  participate,  before  Examiner  C. 
Evans  Brooks. 

No.  MC  108884  (Sub-No.  6) ,  filed  July 
6,  1961.  Applicant:  ROGERS  AND  KAS¬ 
PER,  INC.,  Route  46,  Great  Meadows, 
N.J.  Applicant’s  representative:  Bert 
Collins,  140  Cedar  Street,  New  York  6, 
N.Y.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a 
common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting :  Frozen 
beef  steaks,  in  mechanically-refrigerated 
units,  from  Worcester,  Mass.,  to  Mt. 
Kisco  and  New  York,  N.Y.,  and  Secaucus, 
N.J.,  and  refused,  rejected  and  damaged 
shipments  of  the  above-specified  com¬ 
modity,  on  return. 

HEARING:  October  31,  1961,  at  346 
Broadway,  New  York,  N.Y.,  before  Ex¬ 
aminer  Walter  R.  Lee. 

No.  MC  109250  (Sub-No.  6) ,  filed  Sep¬ 
tember  7,  1961.  Applicant:  ELMER  N. 
WILKINSON,  doing  business  as  ELMER 
N.  WILKINSON  HAULING,  West  Center 
Street,  Mebane,  N.C.  Applicant’s  at¬ 
torney  :  Connie  E.  Bolden,  Mebane,  N.C. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  con¬ 
tract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  ir¬ 
regular  routes,  transporting:  Prefabri¬ 
cated  and  precut  buildings  or  houses, 
completed,  knocked  down,  and  all  com¬ 
ponent  parts  necessary  to  the  construc¬ 
tion,  erection  or  completion  of  such 
buildings  or  houses,  from  Mebane,  N.C., 
and  points  within  2  miles  thereof,  to 
points  in  South  Carolina. 

HEARING:  November  6,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Uptown  Post  Office 
Building,  Raleigh,  N.C.,  before  Joint 
Board  No.  2. 

No.  MC  109689  (Sub-No.  121),  filed 
August  7, 1961.  Applicant:  W.  S.  HATCH 
COMPANY,  a  corporation,  643  South  800 
West,  Wood  Cross,  Utah.  Applicant’s 
attorney:  Mark  K.  Boyle,  345  South 
State  Street,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  (1)  Acids  and 
chemicals  and  (2)  paint,  lacquer  thinner, 
varnish,  turpentine,  liquid  fertilizer,  in¬ 
secticides,  vinegar,  phosphoric  acid,  and 
vegetable  oils,  from  points  in  Mohave 
and  Yavapai  Counties,  Ariz.,  to  points  in 
Nevada  and  Utah,  (3)  acids  and  chem¬ 
icals  (except  such  duplicating  commod¬ 
ities  as  are  included  in  (1)  above),  from 
points  in  Mohave  and  Yavapai  Counties, 
Ariz.,  to  points  in  California. 

HEARING:  November  1,  1961,  at  10:30 
o’clock  am..  United  States  standard 
time,  at  the  Utah  Public  Service  Com¬ 
mission,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  before 
Examiner  C.  Evans  Brooks. 

No.  MC  110157  (Sub  No.  15),  filed  May 
25,  1961.  Applicant:  C.  M.  LANG  AND 
C.  R.  GIVENS,  a  partnership,  doing 
business  as  LANG  TRANSIT  COMPANY, 
East  38th  and  Quirt  Streets,  Lubbock, 
Tex.  Applicant’s  attorney:  H.  J.  Blan¬ 
chard,  Suite  501,  Great  Plains  Life 
Building,  Lubbock,  Tex.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular  routes, 


transporting:  General  commodities  (n 
cept  those  of  unusual  value,  Class** a 
and  B  explosives,  household  goods  as  d 
fined  by  the  Commission,  commodities) 
bulk,  and  those  requiring  special  eaui? 
ment) ;  serving  the  site  of  Bluit  GasrZ' 
Plant  near  Bluit,  N.  Mex.,  as  an  off-rom! 
point  in  connection  with  carrier’s  ten 
lar-route  operations  between  (a)  pw' 
and  Morton,  Tex.,  and  (b)  PortXf 
N.  Mex.,  and  Morton,  Tex.  “ 

HEARING:  November  16,  1961  atths 
New  Mexico  State  Corporation  CommiT 
sion,  Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  before  JoS 
Board  No.  87,  or  if  the  Joint  Board  waives 
its  right  to  participate,  before  Examiner 
C.  Evans  Brooks. 

No.  MC  110525  (Sub-No 
(AMENDMENT)  filed  August  30,  19J1 
published  Federal  Register  issue  Seni 
tember  13,  1961,  amended  September  14 
1961,  republished  as  amended  this  issue’  ‘ 
Applicant:  CHEMICAL  TANK  LINES 
INC.,  520  East  Lancaster  Avenue,  DoW 
ingtown.  Pa.  Applicant’s  attorney" 
Leonard  A.  Jaskiewicz,  Munsey  Building 
Washington  4,  D.C.  Authority  sought 
to  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing  :  Dry  plastic  materials,  in  bulk,  in 
tank  vehicles,  or  hopper-type  vehicles 
from  Painesville,  Ohio,  to  points  in  Con¬ 
necticut,  Indiana,  Kentucky,  Massachu¬ 
setts,  Michigan,  Wisconsin,  New  Jersey, 
New  York,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  and  West 
Virginia,  and  rejected  shipments,  on 
return. 

Note:  Applicant  has  contract  authority 
under  MC  117507  and  Subs  thereunder, 
therefore,  dual  operations  may  be  involved 
Common  control  may  be  involved.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  republication  is  to  include  “Wis¬ 
consin”  as  a  destination  State. 

HEARING:  Remains  as  assigned 
October  5,  1961,  at  the  Offices  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  Commerce  Commission,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  before  Examiner  Charles  J. 
Murphy. 

No.  MC  110525  (Sub-No.  461),  filed 
September  13,  1961.  Applicant:  CHEM¬ 
ICAL  TANK  LINES,  INC.,  520  East 
Lancaster  Avenue,  Downington,  Pa. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Leonard  A. 
Jaskiewicz,  Munsey  Building,  Washing¬ 
ton  4,  D.C.  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting:  Dry 
cement,  in  bulk,  from  College  Point 
Queens,  N.Y.,  to  points  in  Richmond  and 
Rockland  Counties,  N.Y.  and  Bergen, 
Passaic,  Sussex,  Hudson,  Essex,  Morris, 
Union,  Middlesex,  and  Somerset  Coun¬ 
ties,  N.J.,  and  rejected  shipments,  on 
return. 

Note:  Applicant  presently  holds  contract 
authority  in  MC  117507,  therefore,  dual  op¬ 
erations  may  be  involved. 

HEARING:  November  1,  1961,  at  the 
Offices  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission,  Washington,  D.C.,  before  Ex¬ 
aminer  Warren  C.  White. 

No.  MC  110740  (Sub-No.  1),  filed 
August  14,  1961.  Applicant:  A  A. 

ROCCO  TRUCKING  CORPORATION, 
5915  Schaaf  Road,  Cleveland  31,  Ohio. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  William  V.  Blake, 
123  Glencoe  Road,  Columbus  14,  Ohio. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  com¬ 
mon  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  ir¬ 
regular  routes,  transporting:  Bulk  corn- 
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na  between  points  in  uuyanoga,  tne  report  in  uescnpuons  in  Motor  uar- 
iumpl a  Lorain,  and  Portage  Counties,  Her  Certificates,  61  M.C.C.  209  and  766, 
G-  &n d  points  in  the  Buffalo,  N.Y.,  between  Madison  and  Sioux  Falls, 

0  rnercial  Zone,  as  defined  by  the  S,  Dak.,  and  Estherville,  Iowa.,  on  the 
C°  mission.  one  hand,  and,  on  the  other,  Kansas  City, 

C°HEAKING:  October  30,  1961,  at  the  Mo.,  and  points  in  Kansas, 
old  Post  Office  Building,  Public  Square  Note:  Common  control  may  be  involved. 

'Za  minerior  Avenue,  Cleveland,  Ohio, 

g*? Examiner  Parks  M.  Low.  HEARING:  November  1,  1961,  at  the 

Wft  MC  111170  (Sub-No.  71),  filed  U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak., 

. ,  in  1961  Applicant:  WHEELING  before  Examiner  Gordon  N.  Callow. 

LINE  INC.,  P.O.  Box  270,  El  Do-  No.  MC  112020  (Sub-No.  128),  filed 
Ar!  Ark  'Applicant’s  attorney:  Ewell  June  29,  1961.  Applicant:  COMMER- 
?Muse  Jr  Suite  415— Perry-Brooks  CIAL  OIL  TRANSPORT,  INC.,  1030 
Rnilding’ Austin,  Tex.  Authority  sought  Stayton  Street,  Fort  Worth,  Tex.  Au- 
fnoDerate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  mo-  thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
vehicle  over  irregular  routes,  trans-  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
norting-  Sulfuric  acid,  in  bulk,  in  tank  routes,  transporting:  Sugars,  syrups,  and 
vdiicles  from  North  Little  Rock,  Ark.,  blends  thereof,  in  bulk,  from  Muskogee, 
to  points  in  Alabama,  Arkansas,  Ken-  Okla.,  to  points  in  Arkansas.  Kansas, 
tackv  Missouri,  Mississippi,  and  Okla-  Louisiana,  Missouri,  New  Mexico,  and 

homa'.  Texas- 

HEARING:  November  2,  1961,  at  the  HEARING:  November  6,  1961,  at  the 
Arkansas  Commerce  Commission,  Jus-  Baker  Hotel,  Dallas,  Tex.,  before  Exam- 
tice  Building,  State  Capitol,  Little  Rock,  iner  Francis  A.  Welch. 

Ark.,  before  Examiner  Francis  A.  Welch.  No.  MC  113382  (Sub  No.  9),  filed 
No.  MC  111812  (Sub  No.  128),  filed  May  3,  1961.  Applicant:  HOWARD  J. 
April  13,  1961.  Applicant:  MIDWEST  NELSEN,  AND  JAMES  MELVIN  NEL- 
COAST  TRANSPORT,  INC.,  Wilson  Ter-  SEN,  doing  business  as  NELSEN 
minal  Building,  P.O.  Box  747,  Sioux  BROTHERS,  P.O.  Box  613,  Nebraska 
Palls,  S.  Dak.  Applicant’s  attorney:  City,  Nebr.  Applicant’s  attorney:  J. 
Donald  L.  Stern,  924  City  National  Bank  Max  Harding,  IBM  Building,  605  South 
Building,  Omaha  2,  Nebr.  Authority  12th  Street,  P.O.  Box  2041,  Lincoln  8, 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  Nebr.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  a  contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
transporting:  Meats,  packinghouse  prod-  over  irregular  routes,  transporting: 
nets  and  commodities  used  by  packing-  Metal  can  ends  and  lids,  from  Nebraska 
houses,  as  described  in  Appendix  I  to  City,  Nebr.,  to  Golden,  Colo, 
the  report  in  Descriptions  in  Motor  Car-  be  nerformed  under  a 

riff  equates  D1M  C.C.  209  and  766,  contouln^Sr^t  with  0?T  Food  Sod- 
from  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak.,  to  points  in  ucts  Company,  Nebraska  City,  Nebr. 

Montana,  and  empty  containers  or  other 

such  incidental  facilities  (not  specified)  HEARING:  November  13,  1961,  at  the 
used  in  transporting  the  commodities  Nebraska  State  Railway  Commission, 
specified  above,  on  return.  Capital  Building,  Lincoln,  Nebr.,  before 

HEARING:  October  31,  1961,  at  the  Joint  Board  No.  253. 

UJS.  Court  Rooms,  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak.,  No.  MC  113678  (Sub-No.  12) ,  filed 
before  Examiner  Gordon  N.  Callow.  September  20,  1961.  Applicant:  CUR- 

No.  MC  111812  (Sub-No.  132),  filed  TTS,  INC.,  770  East  51st  Avenue,  Denver, 
June  29,  1961.  Applicant:  MIDWEST  Colo.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Robert  I 
COAST  TRANSPORT,  INC.,  P.O.  Box  Shertz  and  V.  Baker  Smith,  226  Sout 
747,  Wilson  Terminal  Building,  Sioux  16th  Street,  Philadelphia  2,  Pa.  An 
Palls,  S.  Dak.  Applicant’s  attorney  thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  commo 
Donald  L.  Stern,  924  City  National  Bank  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irreguls 
Building,  Omaha  2,  Nebr.  Authority  routes.  transporting:  Frozen  foods,  an 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier  food  products,  and  confectionary  proi 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  ucts>  in  mechanically  refrigerated  veh. 
transporting:  Meats,  packinghouse  prod-  c^es*  from  Pottstown,  Pa.,  and  points  i 
ucts,  and  commodities  used  by  packing-  Chester,  Lancaster,  Montgomery,  Buck 
houses,  as  described  in  Appendix  I  to  Huntingdon,  Northampton,  Berk 
the  report  in  Descriptions  in  Motor  Car-  Lebanon,  Philadelphia,  Delaware,  Schui 
Tier  Certificates,  61  M.C.C.  209  766  from  kil1-  Carbon,  and  Dauphin  Counties,  Pt 
Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa,  to  points  in  Maine  and  New  York>  N  Y  *  and  P°ints  in  « 
New  Hampshire,  and  Vermont.  New  York-  N  Y  *  Commercial  Zone  i 

HEARING:  November  17,  1961,  at  the  defined  by  the  Commission,  to  poin 
Hotel  Sheraton  Fontenelle,  Omaha,  in  Washington,  Oregon,  Montana,  Idah 
Nebraska,  before  Examiner  Gordon  N  North  Dakota’  South  Dakota,  Wyomin 
Callow.  Colorado,  Wisconsin,  Utah,  Nevada,  Ne 

No.  MC  111812  (Sub-No.  135),  filed  Mex|c0*  Arizona,  Iowa,  Nebraska,  Cal 
August  2,  1961.  Applicant:  MIDWEST  fomia’  and  Minnesota. 

COAST  TRANSPORT,  INC.,  P.O.  Box  Note:  Applicant  states  the  proposed  oper 
147,  Wilson  Terminal  Building  Sioux  tion  contemplates  service  to  all  points  in  t 
Palls,  S.  Dak.  Applicant’s  attorney  entlre  Commercial  Zone  of  New  York,  N.' 
Donald  L.  Stern,  924  City  National  Ba4  including  those  located  ln  New  Jerse*- 
Building,  Omaha  2,  Nebr.  Authority  HEARING:  October  4, 1961,  at  the  O 


No.  MC  113843  (Sub  No.  42) ,  filed  June 
23,  1961.  Applicant:  REFRIGERATED 
FOOD  EXPRESS,  INC.,  316  Summer 
Street,  Boston,  Mass.  Applicant’s  at¬ 
torney:  James  M.  Walsh  (same  address 
as  applicant) .  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  Meats,  packinghouse  products,  and 
commodities  used  by  packinghouses, 
from  points  in  Massachusetts,  to  points 
in  New  York  on,  west  and  north  of  a  line 
described  as  follows:  Beginning  at  the 
New  York-Connecticut  State  line,  thence 
along  U.S.  Highway  44  to  Kerhonkson, 
N.Y.,  thence  along  U.S.  Highway  209  to 
the  New  York-Pennsylvania  State  line. 

HEARING:  November  2,  1961,  at  the 
New  Post  Office  and  Court  House  Build¬ 
ing,  Boston,  Mass.,  before  Examiner  Wal¬ 
ter  R.  Lee. 

No.  MC  113861  (Sub-No.  24),  filed 
September  13,  1961.  Applicant:  W.  H. 
WOOTEN  AND  J.  H.  PARKER,  a  part¬ 
nership,  doing  business  as  W.  H. 
WOOTEN  TRANSPORTS,  153  Gaston 
Avenue,  P.O.  Box  10216,  Memphis  6, 
Term.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Louis  I. 
Dailey,  2111  Sterick  Building,  Memphis 
3,  Term.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as 
a  common  earner,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  Liquefied 
petroleum  gases,  in  bulk,  in  tank  vehi¬ 
cles,  from  the  site  of  Phillips  Petroleum 
Company— Warden  Terminal,  at  or  near 
West  Memphis,  Ark.,  to  points  in  Mis¬ 
sissippi  on  and  north  of  U.S.  Highway  82, 
those  in  Tennessee  on  and  west  of  U.S. 
Highways  31  and  31W,  those  in  Kentucky 
west  of  the  Tennessee  River  and  Ken¬ 
tucky  Lake,  and  those  in  Missouri  on 
and  south  of  U.S.  Highway  60,  and  on 
and  east  of  Missouri  Highway  21.  . 

HEARING:  November  7,  1961,  at  the 
Claridge  Hotel,  Memphis,  Tenn.,  before 
Examiner  James  A.  McKiel. 

No.  MC  114098  (Sub-No.  18),  filed  Au¬ 
gust  14,  1961.  Applicant:  LOWTHER 
TRUCKING  COMPANY,  a  corporation, 
521  Penman  Street,  P.O.  Box  2110,  Char¬ 
lotte,  N.C.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Ed- 


Colo.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Robert  H.  ward  G.  Villalon,  Perpetual  Building, 


Shertz  and  V.  Baker  Smith,  226  South 
16th  Street,  Philadelphia  2,  Pa.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 


1111  E  Street  NW.,  Washington  4,  D.C. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  com¬ 
mon  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  ir- 


carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  regular  routes,  transporting:  Tank  boil- 
routes,  transporting:  Frozen  foods,  and  ers  and  fittings  on  flat  trailers,  between 
food  products,  and  confectionary  prod-  Charlotte,  N.C.,  and  points  in  South 
ucts,  in  mechanically  refrigerated  vehi-  Carolina  and  Virginia. 


cles,  from  Pottstown,  Pa.,  and  points  in 
Chester,  Lancaster,  Montgomery,  Bucks, 
Huntingdon,  Northampton,  Berks, 


Lebanon,  Philadelphia,  Delaware,  Schuy-  Board  No.  196. 


HEARING:  November  8,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court"Rooms,  Uptown  Post  Office 
Building,  Raleigh,  N.C.,  before  Joint 


kill,  Carbon,  and  Dauphin  Counties,  Pa., 
and  New  York,  N.Y.,  and  points  in  the 


No.  MC  114098  (Sub-No.  19),  filed  Au¬ 
gust  14,  1961.  Applicant:  LOWTHER 


New  York,  N.Y.,  Commercial  Zone  as  TRUCKING  COMPANY,  a  corporation. 


defined  by  tlie  Commission  to  points  521  Penman  Street,  P.O.  Box  2115.  Char- 
mwashm^n.oregom  Montana,  Matio,  lotte  Nc  Applicant’s  attorney:  Ed- 
North  Dakota,  South  Dakota  Wyonung,  ward  q  villalon  perpetual  Building. 
Colorado  Wisconsin,  Utah,  Nevada,  New  llu  E  street  NW„  Washington  4,  D.C. 
Mexico,  Arizona,  Iowa,  Nebraska,  Cali-  Authority  80ught  ^  operate  as  a  com- 
fomia,  and  Minnesota.  mort  caTrier>  by  motor  vehicle,  over  ir- 

Note:  Applicant  states  the  proposed  opera-  regular  routes,  transporting:  Pre- 
tion  contemplates  service  to  all  points  in  the  stressed  concrete  products,  namely,  con- 


entire  Commercial  Zone  of  New  York,  N.Y., 
including  those  located  in  New  Jersey. 

HEARING:  October  4, 1961,  at  the  Of- 


crete  piling,  beams,  columns,  girders, 
slabs,  and  wall  panels  on  flat  trailers, 
between  Charlotte,  N.C.  and  points  in 


to  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  flees  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com-  South  Carolina  and  Virginia. 


by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Meats,  packinghouse  prod- 


mission,  Washington,  D.C.,  before  Ex¬ 
aminer  Henry  A.  Cockrum. 


HEARING:  November  8,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Uptown  Post  Office 
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Building,  Raleigh,  N.C.,  before  Joint 
Board  No.  196. 

No.  MC  114965  (Sub-No.  17),  filed  Au¬ 
gust  21,  1961.  Applicant:  CYRUS 

TRUCK  LINE,  INC.,  P.O.  Box  327,  Iola, 
Kans.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Charles  H. 
Apt,  Allen  County  State  Bank  Building, 
Iola,  Kans.  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting:  Pe¬ 
troleum  and  petroleum  products,  in  bulk, 
in  tank  vehicles,  (1)  from  refining,  pro¬ 
ducing  and  distribution  points  in  Kan¬ 
sas  and  points  in  the  Kansas  City,  Kans.- 
Kansas  City,  Mo.,  Commercial  Zone  as 
defined  by  the  Commission  to  points  in 
Missouri  lying  on  and  east  of  U.S.  High¬ 
way  63  and  on  and  south  of  U.S.  High¬ 
way  60  and  on  and  east  of  U.S.  Highway 
65;  and  (2)  from  the  site  of  the  Great 
Lakes  Pipeline  Terminal  located  near 
Olathe,  Kans.,  to  points  in  Missouri;  and 
damaged,  refused  or  contaminated  pe¬ 
troleum  and  petroleum  products,  on  re¬ 
turn,  in  connection  with  (1)  and  (2) 
above 

HEARING:  November  6,  1961,  at  the 
Park  East  Hotel,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  be¬ 
fore  Joint  Board  No.  36. 

No.  MC  115491  (Sub-No.  26) ,  filed  Au¬ 
gust  14,  1961.  Applicant:  COMMER¬ 
CIAL  CARRIER  CORPORATION,  502 
East  Bridgers  Avenue,  Auburndale,  Fla. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  M.  Craig  Massey, 
Box  586,  223  South  Florida  Avenue,  Lake¬ 
land,  Fla.  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting:  Vit¬ 
rified  clay  sewer  pipe  and  related  items, 
such  as  flue  linings,  clay  stove  pipe,  clay 
wall  coping,  and  other  clay  products, 
from  Milledgeville,  Ga.,  to  points  in 
BreVard,  Broward,  Charlotte,  Collier, 
Dade,  De  Soto,  Glades,  Hardee,  Hendry, 
Hillsborough,  Highlands,  Indian  River, 
Lake,  Lee,  Manatee,  Martin,  Monroe, 
Orange,  Osceola,  Okeechobee,  Palm 
Beach,  Pinellas,  Polk,  Sarasota,  Semi¬ 
nole,  St.  Lucie,  and  Volusia  Counties, 
Fla. 

HEARING:  October  31,  1961,  at  the 
Georgia  Public  Service  Commission,  244 
Washington  Street  SW.,  Atlanta,  Ga., 
before  Joint  Board  No.  64. 

No.  MC  116110  (Sub-No.  5),  filed  Au¬ 
gust  18,  1961.  Applicant:  P.  C.  WHITE 
TRUCK  LINE,  INC.,  Speigner  Street, 
Dothan,  Ala.  Applicant’s  attorney: 
W.  G.  Hardwick,  Suite  208,  Penney 
Building,  Dothan,  Ala.  Authority  sought 
to  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  mo¬ 
tor  vehicle,  over  regular  routes,  trans¬ 
porting:  General  commodities  (except 
those  of  unusual  value,  Classes  A  and  B 
explosives,  household  goods  as  defined 
by  the  Commission,  commodities  in  bulk, 
and  those  requiring  special  equipment) , 
between  Dothan,  Ala.,  and  Cedar 
Springs,  Ga.;  from  Dothan  over  U.S. 
Highway  84  to  Saffold,  Ga.,  thence  over 
unnumbered  highway  to  Cedar  Springs, 
and  return  over  the  same  route,  serving 
the  intermediate  points  of  Ashford  and 
Gordan,  Ala.,  and  Saffold,  Ga.,  and  off- 
route  points  within  five  (5)  miles  of 
Cedar  Springs,  Ga. 

HEARING:  November  2,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Montgomery,  Ala., 
before  Joint  Board  No.  157. 


No.  MC  116459  (Sub  No.  23),  filed 
April  3,  1961.  Applicant:  RUSS 

TRANSPORT,  INC.,  P.O.  Box  8292, 
Chattanooga,  Tenn.  Applicant’s  attor¬ 
ney:  Clifford  E.  Sanders,  321  Center 
Street,  Kingsport,  Tenn.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Empty  asphalt  cargo  tank 
trailers,  with  self-contained  heating  and 
pumping  equipment,  from  Chattanooga, 
Tenn.,  to  points  in  the  United  States,  in¬ 
cluding  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
Alaska  (but  excluding  points  in  Hawaii) . 

HEARING:  October  30,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  be¬ 
fore  Examiner  James  A.  McKiel. 

No.  MC  116751  (Sub-No.  1),  filed  Au¬ 
gust  21,  1961.  Applicant:  HOMER 

HOAG,  doing  business  as,  HOAG 
TRUCKING  CO.,  P.O.  Box  493,  Philip, 
S.  Dak.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as 
a  contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  Lumber 
( including  beams,  boards,  hoops,  joists, 
laths,  plank,  shingles,  staves  and  ties,  as 
defined  in  61  M.C.C.  261),  between 
points  in  South  Dakota,  on  the  one 
hand,  and,  on  the  other,  points  in  Ar¬ 
kansas,  Colorado,  Idaho,  Illinois,  Iowa, 
Michigan,  Minnesota,  Montana,  Ne¬ 
braska,  North  Dakota,  Oregon,  Utah, 
Washington,  and  Wyoming. 

HEARING:  November  3,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak., 
before  Examiner  Gordon  N.  Callow. 

No.  MC  117416  (Sub  No.  5) ,  filed  April 
19,  1961.  Applicant:  NEWMAN  AND 
PEMBERTON  .CORPORATION ,  2007 

University  Avenue  NW.,  Knoxville  21, 
Tenn.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Dale  C. 
Dillon,  1825  Jefferson  Place  NW.,  Wash¬ 
ington  6,  D.C.  Authority  sought  to  op¬ 
erate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  (1)  Canned  and  preserved  food¬ 
stuffs,  from  Austin,  Converse,  and  Red 
Key,  Ind.,  to  points  in  Alabama,  Florida, 
Georgia,  Louisiana,  Maryland,  Missis¬ 
sippi,  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina, 
Virginia,  West  Virginia,  and  the  District 
of  Columbia;  and  (2)  Equipment,  mate¬ 
rials,  and  supplies,  used  in  the  manufac¬ 
ture,  sale  and  distribution  of  canned 
goods,  from  points  in  Alabama,  Florida, 
Georgia,  Louisiana,  Maryland,  Missis¬ 
sippi,  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina, 
Virginia,  West  Virginia,  and  the  District 
of  Columbia,  to  Austin,  Converse,  and 
Red  Key,  Ind. 

,  HEARING:  November  1,  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  be¬ 
fore  Examiner  James  A.  McKiel. 

No.  MC  117538  (Sub-No.  5),  filed 
August  14,  1961.  Applicant:  SCHWER- 
MAN  TRUCKING  CO.  OF  N.Y.,  INC., 
620  South  29th  Street,  Milwaukee  46, 
Wis.  Applicant’s  attorney:  James  R. 
Ziperski,  620  South  29th  Street,  Milwau¬ 
kee  46,  Wis.  Authority  sought  to  oper¬ 
ate  as  a  contract  carrier,  by  motor  ve¬ 
hicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transporting: 
Cement,  in  bulk,  and  in  packages,  from 
the  plant  site  of  the  Penn-Dixie  Cement 
Corporation  at  Worcester,  Mass.,  to 
points  in  Rhode  Island  and  Massachu¬ 
setts,  and  points  in  Hartford,  Middlesex, 
New  Haven,  New  London,  Tolland,  and 
Windham  Counties,  Conn.,  and  points 


in  Hillsboro,  Merrimack,  RockineW 
Sullivan,  and  Cheshire  Counties,  n!h  ’ 

Note:  Applicant  states  the  proposed 
Ice  will  be  under  continuing  confaW”' 
contracts  with  the  Pen-Dixie  Cement  r.® 
poration.  It  is  further  noted  that 
control  may  be  involved. 

HEARING:  November  3,  1961  at  tK 
New  Post  Office  and  Court  House  ft, 5? 
ing,  Boston,  Mass.,  before  ExanS' 
Walter  R.  Lee. 

No.  MC  117561  (Sub-No.  4)  filed 
12,  1961.  Applicant:  NORTHER* 

MOTOR  CARRIERS,  INC.,  Route? 
Saratoga  Road,  Fort  Edward  NY  V’ 
plicant’s  attorney:  Harold  G  ' Herlfj 
1624  Eye  Street  NW.,  Washington  6  Dc 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a’ cob" 
tract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle  over  ir 
regular  routes,  transporting:’  Kaolin 
Clay,  between  Moncton  and  New  Haven 
Junction,  Vt.,  on  the  one  hand,  and  on 
the  other,  points  in  Maine,  Massachu 
setts.  New  Hampshire,  Connecticut 
Rhode  Island,  New  York,  New  Jersey’ 
and  Pennsylvania,  and  the  Ports  of 
Entry  on  the  International  Boundary 
Line  in  the  States  of  Vermont  and  New 
York. 

Note:  Applicant  states  the  proposed  ten- 
ice  is  for  shipments  into  the  Provinces  of 
Ontario  and  Quebec,  Canada.  Common 
control  may  be  involved. 


HEARING:  November  13,  1961  at  the 
Federal  Building,  Albany,  New  York, 
before  Examiner  Abraham  J.  Essrick. 

No.  MC  117686  (Sub-No.  6),  filed  May 
26,  1961.  Applicant:  RAYMOND  C. 
HIERSCHBACH,  doing  business  as 
HIERSCHBACH  MOTOR  LINES,  3324 
U.S.  Highway  75  N.,  Sioux  City,  Iowa. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  J.  Max  Harding, 
IBM  Building,  605  South  12th  Street 
Lincoln  8,  Nebr.  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  Bananas,  from  Galveston,  Tex.,  to 
points  in  Iowa,  Nebraska,  Minnesota, 
South  Dakota,  and  North  Dakota. 

HEARING:  November  8,  1961,  at  the 
Sheraton-Warrior  Hotel,  Sioux  City, 
Iowa,  before  Examiner  Gordon  M. 
Callow. 

No.  MC  117694  (Sub-No.  2),  filed  July 
19,  1961.  Applicant:  ALVA  E.  MADE, 
doing  business  as  MAUK  TRANSFER, 
West  Second  Street  Road,  Atlantic,  Iowa. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Robert  E.  Dreher, 
212  Equitable  Building,  Des  Moines  9, 
Iowa.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a 
contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  (1)  Ani¬ 
mal  and  poultry  feed,  (a)  from  Atlantic, 
Independence,  West  Liberty,  and  Chero¬ 
kee,  Iowa,  to  points  in  Missouri,  Ne¬ 
braska,  Minnesota,  Wisconsin,  Kansas, 
South  Dakota,  Colorado,  and  Illinois,  and 
(b)  from  Elkhorn,  Nebr.,  to  points  in 
Kansas,  Colorado,  South  Dakota,  Min¬ 
nesota,  Missouri,  and  Iowa;  and  (2) 
animal  and  poultry  feed  ingredients,  (a) 
from  points  in  Missouri,  Nebraska,  Min¬ 
nesota,  Wisconsin,  Kansas,  South  Da¬ 
kota,  Colorado,  and  Illinois  to  Atlantic, 
Independence,  West  Liberty,  and  Chero¬ 
kee,  Iowa;  and  (b)  from  points  in  Kan¬ 
sas,  Colorado,  South  Dakota,  Minnesota, 
Missouri,  and  Iowa  to  Elkhorn,  Nebr 
and  empty  containers  or  other  such  *»• 
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-i  t anilities,  used  in  transporting  hy  under  No.  MC  107496  ao 
^tove-described  commodities,  on  re-  therefore  dual  operations 
J®,  to  connection  with  (1)  and  (2)  HEARING :  Novemb< 

tUm.  TJor-lr  TTnfal  IToni 


lty  under  No.  MC  107496  and  subs  thereunder,  SERVICE,  7432  Headly,  Overland  Park, 
therefore  dual  operations  may  be  involved.  Kans.  Applicant’s  attorney :  James  P. 

HEARING:  November  7,  1961,  at  the  Miller,  500  Board  of  Trade,  10th  and 


■£1 -  Park  East  Hotel,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  be-  Wyandotte,  Kansas  City  5,  Mo.  Au- 

4  Anni leant  states  the  proposed  op-  fore  Joint  Board  No.  36.  thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 

NoTi:  will  be  for  the  account  of  Walnut  No.  MC  119552  (Sub-No.  1) ,  filed  July  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
^Products CO.  Inc.  21,  1961.  Applicant:  RICHARD  J.  routes,  transporting:  Beer,  from  Peoria, 

Grove  nw  ...  SNOW  &  SON,  INC.,  Putnam  Pike,  HI.,  to  Columbus,  Kans.,  and  empty  con- 

HEARING  .’November  16,  196 1,  at  uw  Harmonyf  RI  Applicant’s  representa-  tainers  or  other  such  incidental  facili- 
Hotel  Sheraton  Fonteni ene,  orru ana,  tiye;  Russen  b.  Curnett,- 49  Weybosset  «es  (not  specified) .  used  in  transporting 
Nebr.,  before  Examinei  Gordon  M.  street  providence  3,  R.I.  Authority  the  above-described  commodity,  on 

Callow. _  ,  M  fil  .  A  sought  to  operate  as  a  contract  carrier,  return. 

No.  MC  Ip7^1  „.ni.  prr a i-? t  ttq  w  toy  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  HEARING:  November  8,  1961,  at  the 

gust  30,  1®61.  Y;-  transporting:  General  commodities  (ex-  Park  East  Hotel,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  be- 

WADE,  812  Kfth |  Avenue ^  Nortt.  Nash-  cept  those  of  unusua,  val  classes  A  fore  Joint  Board  No.  195. 

^e,Tenn.  AppUcants  attorney.  Wai-  and  B  exploslyes>  household  goods  as  No.  MC  123067  (Sub-No.  10) .  filed  Au- 
ter  Harwood,  Nas*JvllJ« '  budding  Nash-  defined  by  the  commission,  commodities  gust  28,  1961.  Applicant:  M  &  M  TANK 
vine  3,  Term.  Authority  sought  to  -n  bulk>  and  those  requirlng  special  LINE,  INC.,  P.O.  Box  4174,  North  Sta- 
operate  as  a  common  earner,  by  motor  equipment)  >  between  Danville,  Ky.,  on  tion,  Winston-Salem,  N.C.  Applicant’s 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes  transport-  the  one  hand  and>  on  the  other>  East  representative:  Frank  C.  Philips,  Box 
ing:  Bananas,  from  El  Paso,  Tex.,  to  providence  and  Pawtucket,  R.I.,  and  612,  Winston-Salem,  N.C.  Authority 
Nashville,  Tenn.,  and  exempt  commodi-  Greenvdie>  Ohio.  sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 

ties,  on  return.  .........  .  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 

hearing:  November  17  1961,  at  the  transporting:  Asphalt,  In  bulk.  In  tank 

nu^-AndrOT  Jacfeon  Hotel,  Nash-  servlce  to  be  pertormea  under  a  cl£tin<Mng  vehicles,  from  Morehead  City,  N.C.,  to 
ville,  Tenn.,  before  Examiner  James  A.  contract  or  contracts,  with  the  Fram  corpo-  points  in  Virginia,  and  damaged  and 
McKiel.  ration  of  East  Providence,  rj.  refused  shipments,  on  return. 

No.  MC  118334  (Sub-No.  1),  filed  Au-  wjr8nWr.WB„omW1  1Qft1  HEARING:  November  9.  1961,  at  the 

gust  21,  1961.  Applicant:  LOUIS  E.  BEARING.  November  1, 1961  .in Room  u>g>  Court  Rooms  uptown  Post  Office 


Note:  Applicant  states  the  proposed  opera- 


612,  Winston-Salem,  N.C.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Asphalt,  in  bulk,  in  tank 


service  to  be  performed  under  a  continuing 
contract,  or  contracts,  with  the  Pram  Corpo¬ 
ration  of  East  Providence,  RJ. 


eust  ’21,  1961.  Applicant:  LOUIS  E.  HEARING:  November  1, 1961,  in  Room 
MESSINA,  doing  business  as  GATEWAY  308,  Main  Post  Office  Building,  Provi- 
TRUCKING  COMPANY,  84  Orient  Ave-  dence,  R.I.,  before  Examiner  Walter  R. 


points  in  Virginia,  and  damaged  and 
refused  shipments,  on  return. 

HEARING:  November  9.  1961,  at  the 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Uptown  Post  Office 


nue,  East  Boston,  Mass.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Bananas,  from  New  York, 
N.Y.,  to  Boston,  Mass. 

HEARING:  November  8,  1961,  at  the 
New  Post  Office  and  Court  House  Build- 


dence,  R.I.,  before  Examiner  Walter  R.  NC-  before  Jolnt 


No.  MC  119772  (Sub-No.  5),  filed 
August  28,  1961.  Applicaftt :  BEVER¬ 
AGE  TRANSPORTATION,  INC.,  2158 
Hamilton  Avenue,  Cleveland  14,  Ohio. 
Applicant’s  representative:  G.  H.  Dilla, 
5275  Ridge  Road,  Cleveland  29,  Ohio. 


No.  MC  123304  (Sub-No.  2) ,  filed  Au¬ 
gust  28,  1961.  Applicant:  SOUTHERN 
COURIERS,  INC.,  1316  North  Carroll, 
Dallas,  Tex.  Applicant’s  attorney: 
Ewell  H.  Muse,  Jr.,  Suite  415,  Perry- 
Brooks  Building,  Austin,  Tex.  Author¬ 
ity  sought  to  operate  as  a  contract 


tag,  Boston,  Mass.,  before  Examiner  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  com-  carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
Walter R. Lee.  f107*  earner,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  routes,  transporting:  (1)  Such  commer- 


WalterR.Lee.  .  n  carrier,  oy  motor  vemcie,  ever  routes,  transporting:  (1)  Such  commer- 

No.MC  118468  (Sub-No.  8),  filed  July  “regular  routes  transporting:  (1)  Malt  cial  papers>  documents  and  written  in- 
26,  1961.  Applicant:  JOE  UMTHUN  beverages  and  advertising  matter  not  to  struments  (except  currency,  coin  and 
AND  VIRGIL  UMTHUN,  a  partnership,  1  J>er  cent  of  the  load  weight  of  the  bullion)  as  are  used  in  the  businesses  of 

doing  business  as  UMTHUN  TRUCKING  s/npmenf,  from  Milwaukee  Wis.  to  banks  and  banking  institutions,  between 

m  tfacrlp  OrnVP.  Towa.  Annlieant’s  points  in  Ohio  on  and  north  of  U.S.  in  A  r*lr oncQD  1-Vir.cc  A/Tieeieefnni 


CO.,  Eagle  Grove,  Iowa.  Applicant’s  Points  in  umo  on  ana  norm  oi  u.o. 
attorney:  J.  Max  Harding,  IBM  Building,  Highways  30N  and  30S,  including  points 
605  South  12th  Street,  P.O.  Box  2041,  on  the  indicated  highways,  but  excluding 


banks  and  banking  institutions,  between 
points  in  Arkansas,  those  in  Mississippi 
on  and  north  of  U.S.  Highway  80,  those 
in  Missouri  on  and  south  of  Missouri 


Lincoln  8,  Nebr.  Authority  sought  to  Cleveland,  Ohio;  and  (2)  empty,  malt  Highway  84  and  Memphis,  Tenn.,  (2> 
operate  as  a  contract  carrier,  by  motor  beverage  containers,  pallets,  and  rejected  exposed  and  processed  photographic 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport-  ar}d  spoiled  maZt  beverages,  from,  the  and  prints  (other  than  for  commer- 


tag:  Dry  commercial  feeds,  in  bags,  and 
in  bulk,  between  Muscatine,  Fort  Dodge, 
and  West  Bend,  Iowa,  and  points  in 
Illinois,  Minnesota,  Missouri,  Nebraska, 
South  Dakota,  and  Wisconsin. 


destlnatlon  pointe  *°  cial,  theatre  or  television  exhibition). 


Illinois,  Minnesota,  Missouri,  Nebraska,  old  Bost  Office  Building,  Public  Square  ping  said  film  between  points  in  Arkan- 
South  Dakota,  and  Wisconsin.  and  Superior  Avenue,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  sas>  those  in  Mississippi  on  and  north 

HEARING:  November  14,  1961,  at  the  before  Examiner  Parks  M.  Low.  of  u  g  Highway  80,  those  in  Missouri 

Hotel  Sheraton  Fontenelle,  Omaha,  No-  MC  119839  (Sub-No.  1),  filed  Au-  on  and  south  of  Missouri  Highway  84 

Nebr.,  before  Examiner  Gordon  M.  gust  25,  1961.  Applicant:  DARREL  M.  and  r^nts  in  Tennessee. 

Callow  BAKER  AND  LEE  SHELL,  doing  busi- 

No.  MQ  119136  (Sub-No.  24) ,  filed  July  ness  as  SHELL  FEED  &  SUPPLY  CO.,  NoTE:  Common  control  may  be  involved. 
31,  1961.  Applicant:  RUAN  TRANS-  Lutesville,  Mo.  Applicant’s  attorney:  HEARING:  November  8,  1961,  at  the 

PORT  CORPORATION,  408  Southeast  Joseph  R.  Nacy,  117  West  High  Street,  Claridge  Hotel,  Memphis,  Tenn.,  before 


HEARING:  November  14,  1961,  at  the  before  Examiner  Parks  M.  Low. 


Hotel  Sheraton  Fontenelle,  Omaha, 
Nebr.,  before  Examiner  Gordon  M. 
Callow. 


No.  MC  119839  (Sub-No.  1) ,  filed  Au¬ 
gust  25,  1961.  Applicant:  DARREL  M. 
BAKER  AND  LEE  SHELL,  doing  busi- 


No.  MQ  119136  (Sub-No.  24) ,  filed  July  ness  as  SHELL  FEED  &  SUPPLY  CO., 
31,  1961.  Applicant:  RUAN  TRANS-  Lutesville,  Mo.  Applicant’s  attorney: 


30th  Street,  Des  Moines  Iowa.  Appli-  Jefferson  City,  Mo.  Authority  sought  to  Examiner  James  A.  McKiel. 
cant’s  attorney:  Henry  L.  Fabritz,  P.O.  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  No.  MC  123465  (Sub  No.  1),  filed  June 
Box  855,  Des  Moines,  Iowa.  Authority  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport-  9,  1961.  Applicant:  ST.  HYACINTHE 
sought  to  operate  as  a  contract  carrier,  big*  Animal  feeds,  in  bags,  and  in  bulk,  EXPRESS,  INC.,  7625  Brouillettei  Street, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  from  Memphis,  Tenn.,  to  points  in  P.O.  Box  278,  St.  Hyacinthe,  Quebec, 
transporting:  Cement,  in  bulk,  and  in  Pemiscot,  Stoddard,  Dunklin.'New  Ma--  Canada.  Authority  sought  to  operate 
packages,  from  the  plant  site  of  Ash  dri<L  Butler,  Mississippi,  Scott,  Cape  as  a  contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
drove  Lime  &  Portland  Cement  Com-  Girardeau,  Bollinger,  Perry,  Madison,  over  irregular  routes,  transporting:  Pipe 
pany’s  terminal,  at  or  near  Kansas  City,  and  Wayne  Counties,  Mo.,  and  exempt  organs,  from  ports  of  entry  on  the  Inter- 
Kans„  to  points  in  Missouri  and  Kansas!  commodities,  as  described  in  section  national  Boundary  line  between  the 
and  rejected  and  returned  shipments  of  203(b)  (6)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  United  States  and  Canada,  on  the  one 


the  above -described  commodity,  on  Act.  on  return. 


hand,  and,  on  the  other,  points  in  Ala- 


HEARING:  November  1,  1961,  at  the  bama,  Arkansas,  Connecticut,  Delaware, 


Note;  The  DroDosed  oneratton  will  be  Missouri  Hotel.  Jefferson  City,  Mo.,  be-  Florida,  Georgia,  Illinois,  Indiana,  Iowa, 
under  a  contmmn^contxaa  with  Ash  Grove  fore  Joint  Board  No.  247.  Kentucky,  Louisiana,  Maine,  Maryland, 

Lime  Sc  Portland  Cement  Company,  Kansas  No.  MC  119931  (Sub  No.  2),  filed  May  Massachusetts,  hdichigan,  hdinnesota. 
City,  Mo.  Common  control  may  be  involved.  24,  1961.  Applicant:  HERMAN  HEAL-  Mississippi,  Missouri,  New  Hampshire, 
Ako,  applicant  holds  common  carrier  author-  ZER,  doing  business  as  P  &  H  TRUCK  New  Jersey,  New  York,  North  Carolina, 
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North  Dakota,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania, 
Rhode  Island,  South  Carolina,  South 
Dakota,  Tennessee,  Texas,  Vermont,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  West  Virginia,  Wisconsin,  and  the 
District  of  Columbia,  under  a  continuing 
contract  or  contracts  with  Casavant  & 
Frere  of  St.  Hyacinthe,  Quebec,  Canada, 
and  empty  containers  or  other  such  inci¬ 
dental  facilities  (not  specified)  used  in 
transporting  pipe  organs,  on  return. 

HEARING:  November  14,  1961,  at  the 
Washington  County  Court  House,  Mont¬ 
pelier,  Vt.,  before  Examiner  Walter  R. 
Lee. 

No.  MC  123654  (Sub-No.  1),  filed  Au¬ 
gust  10,  1961.  Applicant:  DORIS 

JONES,  doing  business  as  DORIS  JONES 
TRUCKING  COMPANY,  Gleason,  Tenn. 
'Applicant’s  attorney:  Clarence  Evans, 
Third  National  Bank  Building,  Nashville 
3,  Tenn.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as 
a  contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  Brick, 
from  Gleason  and  Nashville,  Tenn.,  to 
points  in:  (a)  Mississippi  on  and  north 
of  U.S.  Highway  82;  (b)  points  in  Ala¬ 
bama  lying  on  and  north  of  that  segment 
of  U.S.  Highway  82  extending  from  the 
Mississippi-Alabama  State  Line  to  Tus¬ 
caloosa,  and  lying  on  and  north  of  that 
segment  of  U.S.  Highway  11  extending 
from  Tuscaloosa  to  the  Alabama-Georgia 
State  Line;  (c)  points  in  Walker,  Ca¬ 
toosa,  Whitfield,  Murray,  Gordon,  Chat¬ 
tooga,  and  Floyd  Counties,  Ga.;  (d) 
points  in  Kentucky  lying  on  and  west 
of  the  following  boundary:  commencing 
at  the  Tennessee-Kentucky  State  Line, 
thence  over  U.S.  Highway  25-W  to  its 
junction  with  U.S.  Highway  25,  near 
Corbin,  Ky.;  thence  over  U.S.  Highway 
25  to  Lexington  and  thence  over  U.S. 
Highway  27  to  the  Ohio  River;  (e)  points 
in  Indiana  on  and  south  of  Indiana 
Highway  64;  (f)  points  in  Alexander, 
Pulaski,  Massac,  Pope,  Johnson,  Union, 
Hardin,  Gallatin,  Saline,  Lamson  and 
Jackson  Counties,  Ill.;  (g)  points  in 
Missouri  lying  south  and  east  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  boundary:  Commencing  at  Cape 
Girardeau,  Mo.,  thence  over  Missouri 
Highway  72  to  its  intersection  with  Mis¬ 
souri  Highway  34;  thence  over  Missouri 
Highway  34  to  its  intersection  with  U.S. 
Highway  67 ;  and  thence  over  U.S.  High¬ 
way  67  to  the  Missouri-Arkansas  State 
Line;  (h)  points  in  Arkansas  lying  on 
and  east  of  the  following  boundary: 
Commencing  at  the  Missouri-Arkansas 
State  Line,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway  67 
to  the  point  of  its  crossing  the  White 
River,  and  thence  over  the  White  River 
to  its  mouth,  thence  over  the  Arkansas 
River  to  the  Mississippi  River,  and  empty 
containers  or  other  such  incidental  fa¬ 
cilities  (not  specified)  used  in  transport¬ 
ing  the  above-described  commodities,  on 
return. 

Note:  Applicant  states  that  this  applica¬ 
tion  is  filed  with  an  area  description  of  des¬ 
tination  points,  rather  than  by  naming 
specific  points  for  the  reason  that  supporting 
shipper  desires  delivery  to  all  Job  sites  and 
potential  Job  sites;  these  sites  include  all 
prospective  building  sites,  not  merely  those 
within  identifiable  towns. 

HEARING:  November  16,  1961,  at  the 
Dinkler-Andrew  Jackson  Hotel,  Nash¬ 
ville,  Tenn.,  before  Examiner  James  A. 
McKiel. 


No.  MC  123656,  filed  May  10,  1961. 
Applicant:  NUEL  LEONARD  WALLACE, 
324  Orange  Avenue,  North  East,  Roa¬ 
noke,  Va.  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting: 
Wrecked  or  otherwise  disabled  motor 
vehicles  and  towing  of  replacement  ve¬ 
hicle,  between  points  in  Virginia,  North 
Carolina,  South  Carolina,  Tennessee, 
West  Virginia,  Delaware,  Maryland,  New 
Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Georgia,  and 
points  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

HEARING:  October  27,  1961,  at  the 
Offices  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  Washington,  D.C.,  before 
Examiner  Samuel  C.  Shoup. 

No.  MC  123683,  filed  May  22,  1961. 
Applicant:  JOSEPH  PAUL  POULIOT, 
147  St.  Patrick  Street  East,  Magog, 
Quebec,  Canada.  Applicant’s  attorney: 
Yves  Forest,  445  Ouest,  Rue  Main  Street 
West,  Magog,  Quebec,  Canada.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  contract 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular 
routes,  transporting:  Scrap  iron,  (1) 
from  St.  Johnsbury,  Vt.,  to  the  Port  of 
Entry  on  the  International  Boundary 
between  the  United  States  and  Canada 
at  Derby  Line,  Vt.;  from  St.  Johnsbury 
over  U.S.  Highway  5  to  junction  Vermont 
Highway  5A,  thence  over  Vermont  High¬ 
way  5A  to # junction  U.S.  Highway  5, 
thence  over  U.S.  Highway  5  to  the  Port 
of  Entry  on  the  International  Boundary 
at  Derby  Line,  and  return  over  the  same 
route,  serving  no  intermediate  points; 
and  (2)  from  Berlin,  N.H.,  to  the  Port 
of  Entry  on  the  International  Boundary 
between  the  United  States  and  Canada 
at  Derby  Line,  Vt.;  from  Berlin  over 
New  Hampshire  Highway  110  to  junction 
U.S.  Highway  3,  thence  over  U.S.  High¬ 
way  3  to  the  New  Hampshire-Vermont 
State  line  near  North  Stratford,  N.H., 
thence  over  Vermont  Highway  105  to 
junction  U.S.  Highway  5,  thence  over 
U.S.  Highway  5  to  the  Port  of  Entry 
on  the  International  Boundary  at  Derby 
Line,  and  return  over  the  same  route, 
serving  no  intermediate  points. 

HEARING:  November  16,  1961,  at  the 
Washington  County  Court  House,  Mont¬ 
pelier,  Vt.,  before  Joint  Board  No.  132, 
or,  if  the  Joint  Board  waives  its  right 
to  participate  before  Examiner  Walter 
R.  Lee. 

No.  MC  123728,  filed  June  7,  1961. 
Applicant:  WILLIAM  H.  SCOTT,  JR., 
doing  business  as  W.  H.  SCOTT  COM¬ 
PANY,  Lake  Street,  Burlington,  Vt. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Myron  Samuelson, 
156  College  Street,  Burlington,  Vt.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Commodities,  the 
transportation  of  which  because  of  size 
and  weight  require  the  use  of  special 
equipment,  handling,  and  rigging,  (1) 
between  points  in  Vermont,  on  the  one 
hand,  and,  on  the  other,  points  in  New 
Hampshire,  Massachusetts,  Maine, 
Rhode  Island,  Connecticut,  New  York, 
and  New  Jersey.  (2)  Between  points  in 
Clinton,  Franklin,  and  Essex  Counties, 
N.Y.,  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on  the  other, 
points  in  Vermont,  New  Hampshire, 
Maine,  Massachusetts,  Connecticut, 
Rhode  Island,  New  York,  and  New 
Jersey. 


™Hl?R[NGL November  13.  1961,  at  & 
Washington  County  Court  House  MnUI 
pelier,  Vt.,  before  Examiner  Walter  r 
L00.  " 

No.  MC  123742,  filed  June  14  iQftl 
Applicant:  LEONARD  P.  HEAD  on. 
Second  Avenue  North,  Nashville  3  Tmt 
Applicant’s  attorney:  J.  Victor  Barr  jT 
Nashville  Bank  &  Trust  Building  Natfi 
ville,  Tenn.  Authority  sought  to  oper&u  [ 

as  a  contract  carrier,  by  motor  vebiSi  '  , 
over  irregular  routes,  transportim?’ 
Livestock  (other  than  ordinary) 
tween  points  in  Virginia,  West  Virgil 
North  Carolina,  South  Carolina  Mary 
land,  Pennsylvania,  Tennessee,  Missouri* 
Oklahoma,  Texas,  Louisiana,  Alabama’  1 

and  Georgia.  j 

HEARING:  November  15,  1961,  at  the  8 

Dinkler-Andrew  Jackson  Hotel,  Nash-  8 

ville,  Tenn.,  before  Examiner  James  a 
McKiel.  8 

No.  MC  123747  (Sub-No.  1),  filed  Jm, 

20,  1961.  Applicant:  NORRIS  DAIBV  t 

PRODUCTS  COMPANY,  a  corporal  ( 

3138  Quebec,  P.O.  Box  10531,  Dallas  7  * 

Tex.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Dan  W 
Stansbury,  11th  Floor  Adolphus  Tower 
Dallas,  Tex.  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting’ 
Foodstuffs,  requiring  refrigeration  in  1 

transit,  from  Fort  Worth,  Tex.,  to 
Little  Rock,  Ark.,  Wichita,  kans, 
Kansas  City,  Mo.,  Omaha,  Nebr.,  Okk 
homa  City  and  Tulsa,  Okla.,  and  Hobbs, 

N.  Mex.,  and  milk  powder,  chocolate 
flavorings  and  coatings,  cream  and  plain 
skim  condensed  milk,  on  return.  * 

Note:  Applicant  states  the  commodities  ! 

he  will  transport  on  return  will  be  his  own 
products.  The  proposed  service  will  be  ‘ 

under  continuing  contract  with  Safeway 
Stores,  Inc.  * 

HEARING:  November  9,  1961,  at  the  ] 

Baker  Hotel,  Dallas,  Tex.,  before  Ex¬ 
aminer  Francis  A.  Welch. 

No.  MC  123756,  filed  June  23,  1961. 
Applicant:  AMOS  HARRIS,  626  Ben¬ 
ton  Avenue,  Nashville,  Tenn.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Private  and  re¬ 
possessed  automobiles,  in  driveaway 
service,  with  or  without  tow  bar,  be¬ 
tween  points  in  Tennessee,  on  the  one 
hand,  and,  on  the  other,  points  in  the 
United  States  (except  Alaska  and 
Hawaii). 

HEARING:  November  15,  1961,  at  the 
Dinkler-Andrew  Jackson  Hotel,  Nash¬ 
ville,  Tenn.,  before  Examiner  James  A. 
McKiel. 

No.  MC  123760,  filed  June  26,  1961. 
Applicant:  ARTHUR  C.  GRASSWICK, 

Box  116,  Ft.  Calhoun,  Nebr.  Appli¬ 
cant’s  attorney:  J.  Max  Harding,  605 
South  12th  Street,  Lincoln  8,  Nebr. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  com¬ 
mon  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  ir¬ 
regular  routes,  transporting:  Sand, 
gravel,  dirt,  rock,  aggregates  and  stone, 
in  dump  vehicles,  between  points  to 
Nebraska  and  Kansas. 

HEARING:  November  16,  1961,  at 
the  Nebraska  State  Railway  Commis¬ 
sion,  Capitol  Building,  Lincoln,  Nebr., 
before  Joint  Board  No.  19. 

No.  MC  123772,  filed  July  3/1961. 
Applicant:  VICTORY  TRANSFER  AND 
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raGE  COMPANY,  a  corporation,  in  mechanically  refrigerated  vehicles,  HEARING:  November  15,  1961,  at  the 
list  27th  Street,  Kansas  City  8,  Mo.  between  Highland,  Marlboro,  Milton  and  New  Post  Office  Building,  Columbus, 
107  rfnt’s  attorney:  James  P.  Miller,  Kingston  (Ulster  County),  N.Y.,  and  Ohio,  before  Examiner  Parks  M.  Low. 
ApPnnard  of  Trade  Building,  10th  and  Poughkeepsie  (Dutchess  County),  N.Y.,  No.  MC  123828,  filed  July  24,  1961. 
“00  Hntte  Kansas  City  5,  Mo.  Au-  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on  the  other,  Jer-  Applicant:  C.  R.  BROWN  TRANSPORT, 
sought  tQ  operate  as  a  contract  sey  City,  N.J.,  Mt.  Kisco,  N.Y.,  New  York,  INC.,  604  South  Sixth  Street,  Grand 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregu-  N.Y.,  and  points  in  Nassau  County,  N.Y.  Junction,  Colo.  Applicant’s  attorney: 
^  routes  transporting:  Fixtures,  ap-  (2)  Frozen  french  fried  potatoes,  from  John  P.  Thompson,  220  Denver  Club 
JjJ*  T.  s  Qnd  kitchen  equipment,  and  Washburn,  Maine  to  Highland  (Ulster  Building,  Denver  2,  Colo.  Authority 
fs  for  each,  including  materials.  County), N.Y.  sought  to  operate  as  a  contract  carrier, 

Min  the  installation  thereof,  between  HEARING:  November  14,  1961,  at  the  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
iisas  City,  Mo.,  and  points  in  John-  Federal  Building,  Albany,  N.Y.,  before  transporting:  Petroleum  products,  in 
n  and  Wyandotte  Counties,  Kans.  Examiner  Abraham  J.  Essrick.  bulk,  in  tank  vehicles,  from  points  in 

^  Anniicant  states  the  service  pro-  No.  MC  123812,  filed  July  17,  1961.  Carbon  County,  Wyo.,  to  points  in  Colo- 
include  the  transporting,  setting  Applicant:  SULLIVAN  FREIGHT  rado  west  of  the  Continental  Divide,  and 
?0S  installing  and  placing  in  operation  of  LINES,  INC.,  342  V2  South  Jackson  refused  and  rejected  shipments  of  the 
Urmiiances,  fixtures  and  home  appliances,  street,  Athens,  Tenn.  Applicant’s  at-  above-specified  commodity,  on  return. 

It  wW  ftl^ torney:  Blaine  Buchanan,  1024  James  Note:  Applicant  states  the  proposed  oper- 
staUlng  additional  parts  therefor,  as  well  Building>  Chattanooga  2,  Tenn.  Au-  ation  is  for  C.  R.  Brown  Oil  Co.,  a  Colorado 

“If  E  m  75T  ™ese  thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common  corporation,  only. 

iSTwlll  be  performed  to  Kansas  city  earner,  by  motor  vehicle  over  irregular  HEARING:  November  7.  1961.  at  the 


‘°JrVll  be  performed  for  Kansas  City  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
twpr  and  Light  Company,  Frigidaire  Divi-  routes,  transporting:  Treated  and  un- 


rof^GeneraT  ^^"continental  Eilc-  treated  lumber  (except  plywood  and  ^re  Joint*  Bo  ard°  bJo  S^or^f  ^he°  Jomt 
-L2?r.  .S.lS«S  r^°r,kJ  Board  waives"  fts^ight  £  partfclpX! 


oimpsny,  la  a  specialized  service ;  designed  points  in  Tennessee,  on  the  one  hand.  V 

to  meet  the  particular  needs  of  these  ship-  and>  on  ^e  other,  points  in  Alabama,  No  mc  123R2Q  fiipd  Tniv  94  iQfii  An 
pers  in  connection  with  their  local  dis-  Arkansas;  Florida  (TPorffia.  TCantnrkv  NO*  MC  123829,  filed  July  24,  1961.  Ap- 
Sbution  and  installation  of  smaller  ap-  Arkansas,  Florida,  Georgia  Kentucky,  piicant:  HARRY  F.  WOODY,  doing  busi- 
dlances,  fixtures  and  kitchen  equipment.  Louisiana,  Mississippi,  North  Carohna,  ness  Jus  LUBBOCK -AMARILLO  AR- 
owinma-  November  9  1961  at  the  ?°uth  Carohna'  Tennessee,  Texas,  and  MOred  SERVICE,  P.O.  Box  437,  711 

FakE^f  Hotel,  Kansas  City,  Mo,  be-  "  '  „  ,  ,  ,  ,  .  Texas  A.v,enue’  Lubbock,  Tex.  Appli- 

f  mint  Board  No  36  Note:  Applicant  states  exempt  and  non-  cants  attorney:  Donovan  N.  Hoover, 

i9Q77fi  filpd  Tulv  5  IQfii  exempt  commodities  are  to  be  transported  at  Post  Office  Box  897,  Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex. 
Applicant:  JOSEPH  BAIO  doing  b^i-  the  same  tlme  111  the  same  vehlcle-  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  com- 

rpss  as  UNITED  NEWSPAPER  DELIV-  HEARING:  November  2,  1961,  at  the  ^  earner,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  ir- 
ERY  SERVICE,  75  Cutters  Lane,  Wood-  U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  be-  regular  routes,  transporting:  (1)  Bills, 
bridge  NJ  Applicant’s  representative:  fore  Examiner  James  A.  McKiel.  notes,  checks,  records,  business  commu- 

Bert  Collins  140  Cedar  Street,  New  York  No.  MC  123823,  filed  July  20,  1961.  nications  and  documents,  to,  from  and 
6  NY  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  Applicant:  GILLES  GUILBAULT,  doing  between  points  in  Texas,  New  Mexico, 
^contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  business  as  TRANSPORT  FRANCE-  Colorado,  and  Oklahoma,  (2)  exposed 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  Maga-  QUEBEC  ENR’G  (FRANCE -QUEBEC  and  Processed  photographic  films  and 
zincs  from  Woodbridge,  N.J.,  to  points  TRANSPORT  REG’D) ,  9  Mgr  Grandin,  Prints,  envelopes,  printed  shipping  labels 
in  Fairfield,  New  Haven,  and  Hartford  Ste-Foye,  Province  of  Quebec,  Canada.  and  identification  bags  for  shipping  such 
Counties,  Conn.,  and  points  in  Columbia,  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  contract  Alms  and  prints  (except  motion  picture 
Ulster,  Orange,  Rockland,  Westchester,  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular  films,  prints,  and  theater  supplies  used 
Dutchess,  Queens,  Nassau,  Suffolk,  routes,  transporting:  Liquid  soap  and  by  and  in  motion  picture  theaters  and 
Kings  Richmond  Counties,  N.Y.,  and  liquid  detergent,  from  Paterson,  N.J.,  to  television  stations) ,  between  the  site  of 
returned,  damaged,  and  rejected  ship-  Champlain,  N.Y. ;  from  Paterson  over  the  Eastman  Kodak  Plant  at  Dallas, 

meats  of  the  commodity  specified  above.  New  York  State  Thruway  to  Albany,  N. Y.,  Tex->  011  one  hand,  and,  on  the  other, 
on  return.  thence  over  U.S.  Highway  9  to  the  Port  Points  in  Texas,  New  Mexico,  Colorado, 

.  .  of  Entry  on  the  International  Boundary  and  Oklahoma. , 

wiUbe restricted  to  a  service^nde^contract  line  between  the  United  States  and  Note:  Applicant  indicates  the  points  pro- 
wtth  Time  inc  and  its  subsidiaries  Canada  at  Champlain,  serving  no  inter-  posed  to  be  served  in  (l)  above  are  banks 

’  mediate  points.  and  business  establishments.  The  points 


bridge,  N.J.  Applicant’s  representative: 
Bert  Collins,  140  Cedar  Street,  New  York 


with  Time,  Inc.,  and  its  subsidiaries. 


BrS^Ne^York1  NY  1  before  Ex-  Note:  Applicant  states  the  ProPosed  coi 
Broaaway,  wewxork,  jn.y.,  Deioie  hiX-  modities  are  destined  to  points  in  Quebec 


ediate  noints  and  business  establishments.  The  points 

proposed  to  be  served  in  (2)  above  are 
Note:  Applicant  states  the  proposed  com-  camera  stores,  photography  dealers,  and 


aminer  Walter  R.  Lee.  Note:  November  15,  1961,  at  the  Washing- 

No.  MC  123799,  filed  July  13,  1961.  ton  County  Court  House,  Montpelier,  Vt., 
Applicant:  CANAAN  DAIRY  EXPRESS,  before  Examiner  Walter  R.  Lee 
INC.,  Route  9  Saratoga  Road,  Fort  Ed-  ™  19QQOi;  T„, 


amateur  photographers. 

HEARING:  November  14,  1961,  at  the 
Herring  Hotel,  Amarillo,  Tex.,  before 
Examiner  Francis  A.  Welch. 

No.  MC  123857,  filed  August  4,  1961. 
Applicant:  HENRY  BLASINGAME  AND 


uaiatusa  ivuau,  ruit  x ju-  IMT*  1  9*}R9R  filpH  Tulv  91  IQfii  H1A.a111u.1c1  riauuo  vvcicii. 

ward,  N.Y.  Applicant’s  attorney:  Har-  A  "?,*  “Jr.  motor  No.  mc  123857,  filed  August  4,  1961. 

old  G*  Hernly.  1624  Eye  Street  NW„  inc  1037  East  Fffth  Avenue  ^lumbus  Applicant:  HENRY  BLASINGAME  AND 
Washington  6,  D.C.  Authority  sought  to  Ohio’  and  aoDikant  attTnev  P^w’  MADELL  BLASINGAME,  a  partnership 
operate  as  a  common  carrier ,  by  motor  E^t  ' £read 

vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport-  QO  TRANSPORTATION  COMPANY,  Route 

mg:  Sea  water,  in  bulk,  in  tank  vehicles,  15’  0hI0'  Authority  sought  to  opei ate  as  „  - - „ - - - 


TRANSPORTATION  COMPANY,  Route 
2,  Jackson,  Tenn.  Applicant’s  attorney: 


uou  m  uuih,  ni  tttiih.  vcmucs,  a  common  carrier  bv  motor  vehicle  over  ^  iuiu.  npimhiua  a  atiuiucjr . 

tarn  Rockport.  Mass  to  Schenectady,  ?el‘h  Sh0^’  208-210  Pythian  Building. 

9.Y.,  and  Burlington,  Vt.  knocked  down  or  ln  sections, -including 

Hon:  common  control  may  be  involved,  component  parts,  materials,  supplies  and  JJKJfSt6 
HEARING :  November  17,  1961,  at  the  ™th i  xuc?„b“E 


Federal  Building,  Albany,  N.Y.,'  before  ings'(  ac<;essorie='  used,  “  tha  section. 


vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  Packaged  cookies  and  related  pastry 
products  and  supplies  and  materials 
used  in  the  manufacturing  thereof ;  from 
the  plant  site  of  Lucky  Foods  Corporation 


Examiner  Abraham  J.  Essrick.  Sfn  rllhf  „ S  ^  used  in  the  manufacturing  thereof;  from 

No.  MC  123802,  filed  July  14,  1961.  the  plant  site  of  Lucky  Foods  Corporation 

Applicant:  TONY  ANDOLA,  ,  Milton  theT  °ne  ha^:  and*  °nT11the  0t^r’  P°mts  of  Jackson,  Tenn.,  to  points  in  Alabama, 
(Ulster  County) ,  N.Y.  Applicant’s  at-  ^  Indiana,  Michigan,  Illinois,  Wisconsin  Arkansas,  Florida,  Georgia,  Illinois,  In- 
torney:  John  J.  Brady,  Jr.,  75  State  Missouri,  Kentucky,  Tennessee,  West  diana>  Kansas,  Kentucky,  Louisiana, 
Street,  Albany  7,  N.Y.  Authority  sought  Virginia,  Pennsylvania,  New  York,  Con-  Michigan,  Mississippi,  Missouri,  North 
to  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  necticut,  Rhode  Island,  Massachusetts,  Carolina,  Ohio,  Oklahoma,  South  Caro- 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport-  North  Carolina,  Maryland,  and  the  Dis-  lina,  Tennessee,  West  Virginia,  and 
ing:  (l)  Frozen  foods  and  frozen  fruits  trict  of  Columbia.  Wisconsin. 
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NOTICES 


HEARING:  November  3,  1961,  at  the 
Claridge  Hotel,  Memphis,  Tenn.,  before 
Examiner  James  A.  McKiel. 

No  MC  123877  EX,  filed  August  16, 
1961.  Applicant:  ELDON  DOWNING, 
607  Hickory  Street,  Mountain  Home,  Ark. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Roy  E.  Danuser, 
Mountain  Home,  Ark.  Application  for 
exemption  under  Section  204(a)  (4a) 
covering  operations  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  transporting:  General 
commodities,  from  the  Missouri  Pacific 
Railroad  Depot,  at  Cotter,  Ark.,  to 
Mountain  Home,  Ark. 

Note:  Applicant  states  that  Cotter  is  the 
nearest  freight  station  to  Mountain  Home, 
and  deliveries  from  the  depot  are  made 
three  (3)  times  each  -week  and  the  carrier 
delivers  from  the  depot  to  Cotter,  along 
Depot  Street  to  U.S.  Highway  No.  62  in  Cotter, 
thence  in  an  easterly  direction  on  Highway 
62,  12  miles  to  Mountain  Home,  and  de¬ 
liveries  are  made  in  the  town  of  Mountain 
Home. 

HEARING:  November  2,  1961,  at  the 
Arkansas  Commerce  Commission,  Justice 
Building,  State  Capitol,  Little  Rock,  Ark., 
before  Examiner  Francis  A.  Welch. 

No.  MC  123880,  filed  August  18,  1961. 
Applicant:  BROWN  GOBBLE,  doing 
business  as  GOBBLE  TRUCKING  CO., 
707  Buffalo  Street,  Lawrenceburg,  Tenn. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Harold  Seligman, 
Life  and  Casualty  Tower,  Nashville  3, 
Tenn.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a 
common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  Brick, 
construction  block  and  clay  pipe,  from 
Corinth  and  Byhalia,  Miss.,  and  Decatur, 
Ala.,  to  points  in  Lawrence  and  Maury 
Counties,  Tenn.,  and  empty  containers  or 
other  such  incidental  facilities  (not  spec*. 
ified) ,  used  in  transporting  the  commod¬ 
ities  specified  above,  on  return. 

HEARING:  November  17,  1961,  at  the 
Dinkier- Andrew  Jackson  Hotel,  Nash¬ 
ville,  Tenn.,  before  Joint  Board  No.  110, 
or  if  the  Joint  Board  waives  its  right  to 
participate  before  Examiner  James  A. 
McKiel. 

No.  MC  123890,  filed  August  22,  1961. 
Applicant:  BEKINS  VAN  &  STORAGE 
CO.,  INC.,  5301  Menaul  NE.,  Albuquerque, 
N.  Mex.  Applicant’s  representative: 
Jackson  W.  Kendall,  1335  South  Fig¬ 
ueroa  Street,  Los  Angeles  15,  Calif.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Household  goods  as 
defined  by  the  Commission,  between 
points  in  New  Mexico. 

HEARING:  November  13,  1961,  at  the 
New  Mexico  State  Corporation  Commis¬ 
sion,  Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico,  before  Joint 
Board  No.  87,  or,  if  the  Joint  Board 
waives  its  right  to  participate,  before 
Examiner  C.  Evans  Brooks. 

No.  MC  123910  (Sub-No.  1),  filed  Au¬ 
gust  31,  1961.  Applicant:  PAUL  GIB¬ 
SON,  doing  business  as  PAUL  GIBSON 
TRUCKING  COMPANY,  404  East  21, 
Wichita,  Kans.  Applicant’s  attorney: 
James  F.  Miller,  500  Board  of  Trade,  10th 
and  Wyandotte,  Kansas  City  5,  Mo.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  contract 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Salt,  in  bulk,  in 
self -unloading  tank  vehicles,  from  Lyons, 
Kans.,  to  Omaha,  Nebr. 

HEARING:  November  14,  1961,  at  the 
Nebraska  State  Railway  Commission, 


Capitol  Building,  Lincoln,  Nebr.,  before  , 
Joint  Board  No.  139. 

No.  MC  123922,  filed  September  1, 
1961.  Applicant:  CONTINENTAL  BULK 
SYSTEM,  INC.,  1060  Broad  Street, 
Newark,  N.J.  Applicant’s  attorney  John 
R.  Sims,  Jr.,  804  Ridge  Place,  Falls 
Church,  Va.  Authority  sought  to  op¬ 
erate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  Chemicals,  in  bulk  (other  than 
liquid  chemicals) ,  between  points  in  New 
York,  N.Y.,  Bergen,  Essex,  Hudson, 
Union,  and  Passaic  Counties,  N.J.,  on  the 
one  hand,  and,  on  the  other,  points  in 
Virginia. 

Note:  Applicant  states  that  it  owns  all  of 
the  issued  and  outstanding  stock  of  Con¬ 
tinental  Bulk  Service,  Inc.,  Certificate  No. 
MC  25894.  Common  control  may  be  involved. 

HEARING:  October  27,  1961,  at  the 
Offices  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission,  Washington,  D.C.,  before  Ex¬ 
aminer  Dallas  B.  Russell. 

MOTOR  CARRIERS  OF  PASSENGERS 

No.  MC  668  (Sub-No.  75),  filed  Sep¬ 
tember  12,  1961.  Applicant:  INTER¬ 
CITY  TRANSPORTATION  CO.,  INC., 
730  Madison  Avenue,  Paterson,  N.J. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Edward  F.  Bowes, 
1060  Broad  Street,  Newark  2,  N.J.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular 
routes,  transporting:  Passengers  and 
their  baggage  and  express  and  news¬ 
papers,  in  the  same  vehicle  with  passen¬ 
gers,  (1)  between  Hackensack,  and  Fort 
Lee,  N.J.;  from  junction  South  Summit 
Avenue  and  Interstate  Highway  80  and 
Interstate  Highway  Access  Roads  in 
Hackensack,  over  Interstate  Highway  80 
to  junction  Interstate  Highways  95  and 
80  in  Teaneck,  N.J.,  thence  over  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  95  to  junction  George 
Washington  Bridge  Plaza  and  Access 
Roads  to  George  Washington  Bridge  in 
Fort  Lee,  and  return  over  the  same  route, 
serving  all  intermediate  points,  and  (2) 
between  Hackensack  and  Secaucus,  N.J. ; 
from  junction  South  Summit  Avenue 
and  Interstate  Highway  80,  and  Access 
Roads  in  Hackensack,  over  Interstate 
Highway  80  to  junction  Interstate  High¬ 
way  95  in  Teaneck,  thence  over  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  95  to  junction  of  New 
Jersey  Turnpike  (Interchange  No.  80)  at 
U.S.  Highway  46,  Ridgefield  Park,  N.J., 
thence  over  New  Jersey  Highway  46  and 
Access  Roads  to  the  New  Jersey  Turn¬ 
pike,  thence  over  the  New  Jersey  Turn¬ 
pike  to  the  junction  of  the  New  Jersey 
Turnpike  and  New  Jersey  Highway  3  in 
Secaucus,  thence  over  the  Exit  Roads  of 
the  New  Jersey  Turnpike  at  Interchange 
17  to  New  Jersey  Highway  3,  and  re¬ 
turn  over  the  same  route,  serving  all 
intermediate  points. 

Note:  Common  control  may  be  involved. 

HEARING:  October  30,  1961,  at  the 
State  Office  Building,  Room  212,  1100 
Raymond  Boulevard,  Newark  2,  N.J.,  be¬ 
fore  Joint  Board  No.  119. 

No.  MC  1501  (Sub-No.  238),  filed 
August  28,  1961.-.  Applicant:  THE 

GREYHOUND  CORPORATION,  140 
South  Dearborn  Street,  Chicago  3,  Ill. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Peter  K.  Nevitt, 
140  South  Dearborn  Street,  Chicago  3, 


Ill.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as 
common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle  ovw 
regular  route,  transporting:  Passena 
and  their  baggage,  and  express  mailM 
newspapers,  in  the  same  vehicle ’S 
passengers,  between  Asheville  Nc  s  h 
Morganton,  N.C.,  from  Asheville’ 

U.S.  Highway  70  to  Morganton,  and  J? 
turn  over  the  same  route,  serving  aii 
intermediate  points. 

HEARING:  November  13,  1961  at  th 
U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Uptown  Post  OfiW 
Building,  Raleigh,  N.C.,  before  Joint 
Board  No.  103.  0Ult 

No.  MC  28462  (Sub-No.  10),  filed  Juh 
31,  1961.  Applicant:  DENVER-coi/? 
RADO  SPRINGS-PUEBLO  MOTOR 
WAY,  INC.,  Travel  Center  Building  m 
and  Broadway,  Denver,  Colo.  Appij 
cant’s  attorney:  Alfred  Crager,  315  Con' 
tinental  Avenue,  Dallas,  Tex.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  a  regular  route’ 
transporting:  Passengers  and  their  bag. 
gage,  and  express,  mail,  and  newspapers 
in  the  same  vehicle  with  passengers,  be^ 
tween  Sheridan,  Wyo.,  and  Gillette 
Wyo.,  as  follows:  from  Sheridan  over 
U.S.  Highway  87  to  Buffalo,  Wyo.,  thence 
over  New  Interstate  Highway  90  to  Gil- 
lette,  and  return  over  the  same  route 
serving  all  intermediate  points. 

Note:  Applicant  requests  authority  to 
abandon  its  present  route  between  Sheridan 
and  Gillette,  Wyo.,  over  U.S.  Highway  14. 

HEARING:  October  31,  1961,  at  the 
Wyoming  Public  Service  Commission, 
Supreme  Court  and  State  Library  Build¬ 
ing,  Cheyenne,  Wyo.,  before  Joint 
Board  No.  197,  or  if  the  Joint  Board 
waives  its  right  to  participate,  before 
Examiner  C.  Evans  Brooks. 

No.  MC  85028  (Sub-No.  5),  filed  Au¬ 
gust  15,  1961.  Applicant:  BERKSHIRE 
STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  a  cor¬ 
poration,  1277  East  Street,  Pittsfield, 
Mass.  Applicant’s  attorney:  George  W. 
McLaughlin,  19  Congress  Street,  Boston 
9,  Mass.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as 
a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  regular  routes,  transporting:  Pas¬ 
sengers  and  their  baggage,  and  eiprew, 
mail  and  newspapers,  in  the  same  vehi¬ 
cle  with  passengers,  between  Pittsfield, 
Mass.,  and  Albany,  N.Y.;  from  Pittsfield 
at  Park  Square,  over  U.S.  Highway  20 
to  the  intersection  of  U.S.  Highway  20 
with  Massachusetts  Highway  41,  thence 
over  Massachusetts  Highway  41  to  its  in¬ 
tersection  with  Massachusetts  Highway 
295,  thence  over  Massachusetts  Highway 
295  to  the  Massachusetts-New  York 
State  line,  thence  over  New  York  High¬ 
way  295  through  Canaan,  East  Chatham 
and  Chatham,  N.Y.,  to  its  intersection 
in  Chatham  with  New  York  Highway  203, 
thence  over  New  York  Highway  203  to 
Valatie,  N.Y.,  and  the  intersection  of 
New  York  Highway  203  with  County 
Road  leading  to  Niverville,  N.Y.,  thence 
over  County  Road  to  Niverville  and  its 
intersection  with  County  Road  leading 
to  U.S.  Highway  9,  thence  over  U.S. 
Highway  9  to  the  intersection  of  US 
Highways  9  and  20  (also  at  Valatie  con¬ 
tinuing  over  New  York  Highway  203  to 
its  intersection  with  U.S.  Highway  9 
thence  over  U.S.  9  to  its  intersection  with 
U.S.  Highway  20) ,  thence  over  U.S.  HUP’ 
way  20  to  Albany,  and  return  over  the 


a  RING:  November  16,  1961  at  the  at  any  point  within  the  United  States,  U.S. 
id  Building,  Albany,  N.Y.,  before  excluding  Alaska  and  Hawaii,  and  in-  befo 
Feder8ner  Abraham  J.  Essrick.  eluding  Ports  of  Entry  on  the  Interna-  N 

Examip  oa  /cs,ih-No  fi) .  filed  Sen-  tional  Boundaries  between  the  United  1961 
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MOTOR  CARRIERS  OF  PROPERTY 

No.  MC  12765,  filed  August  28,  1961. 
Applicant:  SHAW  WAREHOUSE  COM- 


tfednesday,  September  27 ,  1961  FEDERAL  REGISTER  9111 

route  serving  the  intermediate  the  International  Boundaries  between  the  intermediate  point  of  Carrollton, 
same  r  Canaan.  East  Chatham,  Cha-  the  United  States  and  Canada,  and  the  Ala. 

po^  yalatie  and  Niverville,  N.Y.  United  States  and  Mexico  (or  beginning  HEARING:  November  1,  1961,  at  the 
^CARING:  November  16,  1961  at  the  at  any  point  within  the  United  States,  U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Montgomery,  Ala., 
a\  Building,  Albany,  N.Y.,  before  excluding  Alaska  and  Hawaii,  and  in-  before  Joint  Board  No.  14. 

Abraham  J.  Essrick.  eluding  Ports  of  Entry  on  the  Interna-  No.  MC  128915,  filed  September  7, 

85028  (Sub-No.  6) ,  filed  Sep-  tional  Boundaries  between  the  United  1961.  Applicant:  PHILIP  B.  GROSS 

8  1961.  Applicant:  BERK-  States  and  Canada,  and  the  United  AND  LAURA  E.  GROSS,  a  partnership, 

'mpE STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  States  and  Mexico,  and  ending  at  any  doing  business  as  BELLEFONTE  CHAR- 
8  rooration,  1277  East  Street,  Pitts-  point  in  the  Iowa  counties  named) ;  and  TER  BUS  SERVICE,  501  West  High 
ai?Mass  Applicant’s  attorney :  George  (3)  in  round-trip  charter  operations  be-  Street,  Belief onte.  Pa.  Applicant’s  at- 
r  McLaughlin,  19  Congress  Street,  Bos-  ginning  and  ending  at  points  in  Bueno  tomey:  Christian  V.  Graf,  407  North 
"•  9  Mass.  Authority  sought  to  op-  Vista,  Palo  Alto,  Kossuth,  Hancock,  Front  Street,  Harrisburg,  Pa.  Authority 
ton’  ’gg  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  Franklin,  Hamilton,  Hardin,  Story,  sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
Mcle  over  regular  routes,  transport-  Boone,  Dallas,  Greene,  Carroll,  Sac,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular  routes, 
w  Passengers  and  their  baggage,  and  Pocahontas,  Humboldt,  Wright,  Webster,  transporting:  Passengers,  and  their  bag- 
1°j’’  a  mau  and  newspapers  in  the  same  Emmet,  Clay,  and  Calhoun  Counties,  gage,  and  express,  newspapers  and  mail  ', 
fhicie’with  passengers,  between  Pitts-  Iowa,  and  extending  to  points  in  the  in  the  same  vehicle  with  passengers,  be- 
S  Mass.,  and  Schenectady,  N.Y.;  from  United  States  (excluding  Alaska  and  tween  Sunbury  and  Northumberland, 
Pittsfield  at  Park  Square,  over  combined  Hawaii),  and  including  Ports  of  Entry  Pa.;  over  Pennsylvania  Highway  14,  and 
ns  Highways  20  and  7  to  Lenox,  Mass.,  on  the  International  Boundaries  between  return  over  the  same  route,  serving  all 
thmee  over  U.S.  Highway  20  to  Lee  the  United  States  and  Canada,  and  the  intermediate  points. 

S  and  then  to  Exit  2  of  Massachu-  United  States  and  Mexico.  HEARING:  October  27,  1961,  at  the 

setts  Turnpike,  thence  over  Massachu-  Note:  Notice  of  filing  of  the  subject  ap-  Pennsylvania  Public  Utility  Commission, 
setts  Turnpike  from  Exit  2  to  the  Mas-  plication  was  published,  in  error,  under  the  Harrisburg,  Pa.,  before  Joint  Board  No. 
achusetts-New  York  State  line,  thence  property  carrier  applications  in  the  Federal  65,  or,  if  the  Joint  Board  waives  its  right 
continuing  on  the  Berkshire  Section,  Register  issue  of  September  13,  1961,  at  page  to  participate,  before  Examiner  J. 
so-called  Berkshire  Spur  of  the  New  858  Thomas  Schneider. 

York  Thruway  from  the  Massachusetts-  HEARING:  Remains  as  assigned  Oc-  Applications  For  Brokerage  Licenses 
New  York  State  line  to  its  intersection  tober  30,  1961,  at  the  Wahkonsa  Hotel, 

with  the  main  New  York  Thruway  near  ioth  and  Central  Avenue,  Fort  Dodge,  motor  carriers  of  property 

Selkirk,  N  Y.,  thence  over  New  York  Iowa,  before  Examiner  Charles  B.  Heine-  No.  MC  12765,  filed  August  28,  1961. 
Thruway  from  the  Berkshire  Spur  to  mann.  Applicant:  SHAW  WAREHOUSE  COM- 

Bdt  25,  thence  over  New  York  Highway  No.  MC  123773,  filed  July  3, 1961.  Ap-  PANY,  a  corporation,  115  South  35th 
890  from  New  York  Thruway  Exit  25  to  plicant:  BLACK  HILLS  STAGE  LINES,  Street,  Birmingham,  Ala.  For  a  license 
State  Street,  Schenectady,  at  the  inter-  INC.,  1503  Norfolk  Avenue,  Norfolk,  (BMC-4)  to  engage  in  operations  as  a 
section  of  New  York  Highways  890  and  Nebr.  Applicant’s  attorney:  K.  Edward  broker  at  Birmingham,  Montgomery, 

5,  thence  over  New  York  Highway  5  and  Wolcott,  904  City  National  Bank  Build-  Decatur,  and  Mobile,  Ala.,  in  arranging 
Schenectady  city  streets,  and  retuni  over  ing,  Omaha  2,  Nebr.  Authority  sought  for  the  transportation  by  motor  vehicle 
the  same  route,  serving  the  intermediate  to  operate  as  a  comomn  carrier,  by  motor  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  of 
points  of  Lenox  and  Lee,  Mass.  vehicle,  over  regular  routes,  transport-  general,  commodities  (except  those  of 

HEARING:  November  16,  1961  at  the  jng;  Passengers,  baggage,  express,  mail,  unusual  value.  Classes  A  and  B  ex- 
Federal  Building,  Albany,  N.Y.,  before  and  newspapers,  in  the  same  vehicle  plosives,  household  goods  as  defined  by 
Examiner  Abraham  J.  Essrick.  with  passengers,  between  Omaha,  Nebr.,  the  Commission,  commodities  in  bulk. 

No. MC  117324  < Sub -No.  1)  (REPUB-  and  Rapid  City,  S.  Dak.;  from  Omaha  and  those  requiring  special  equipment), 

LICATION-CORRECTION) ,  filed  July  over  U.S.  Highway  275  to  junction  with  between  points  in  Alabama,  on  the  one 

19, 1961,  published  Federal  Register,  is-  u.S.  Highway  20,  thence  over  U.S.  High-  hand,  and,  on  the  other,  points  in  the 

sue  of  September  13,  1961.  Applicant:  way  20  to  junction  with  U.S.  Highway  United  States. 

PORT  DODGE  TRANSPORTATION  385,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway  385  to  HEARING:  November  3,  1961,  at  the 

COMPANY,  a  corporation.  One  North  Hot  Springs,  S.  Dak„  thence  over  U.S.  U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Montgomery,  Ala.  be- 

20th  Street,  Fort  Dodge,  Iowa.  Appli-  Highway  385  to!  junction  with  South  fore  Joint  Board  No.  100. 

cant’s  attorney:  Homer  E.  Bradshaw,  Dakota  Highway  79,  thence  over  South 

Suite  510,  Central  National  Building,  Des  Dakota  Highway  79  to  Rapid  City,  and  motor  carriers  of  passengers 

Moines  9,  Iowa.  Authority  sought  to  op-  return  over  the  same  route,  serving  all  No.  MC  12614  (Sub-No.  1),  filed 

erate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  ve-  intermediate  points.  August  14,  1961.-  Applicant:  FLOSSIE 

hide, over  irregular  routes,  transporting:  HEARING:  November  13,  1961,  at  the  C.  PLEASANTS,  123  East  Market  Street, 

Passengers  and  their  baggage  in  the  Hotel  Sheraton  Fontenelle,  Omaha,  Greensboro,  N.C.  For  a  license  (BMC- 
same  vehicle  with  passengers,  (1)  in  Nebraska,  before  Joint  Board  No.  185,  5)  to  engage  in  operations  as  a  broker 

marter  operations,  between  points  in  0r  if,  the  Joint  Board  waives  its  right  to  at  Greensboro,  N.C.,  in  arranging  for 
Bueno  Vista,  Palo  Alto,  Kossuth,  Han-  participate,  before  Examiner  Gordon  M.  transportation  in  interstate  or  foreign 
wck,  Franklin,  Hamilton,  Hardin,  Story,  Callow.  commerce,  by  motor  vehicle,  of  pas- 

Boone,  Dallas,  Greene,  Carroll,  Sac,  No.  MC  123816,  filed  July  19,  1961.  sengers  and  their  baggage,  in  groups, 
Pocahontas,  Humboldt,  Wright,  Webster,  Applicant:  JOHN  A.  FUNDERBURK,  from  points  in  North  Carolina,  South 
Bmet,  Clay,  and  Calhoun  Comities,  jr.,  Carrollton  Road,  Aliceville,  Ala.  Carolina,  and  Tennessee,  to  all  points  in 
lowa,  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on  the  other,  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common  the  United  States. 

lnih„e  Unit,ed  (excluding  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over,  regular  N  ADDiicant  states  the  Drcmosed  serv- 

Alaska  and  Hawaii) ,  and  including  Ports  routes  transDortine  •  Pas<tenaer<i  and  «  JNOTE-  Applicant  states  tne i  proposed  serv 
nf  Fntrv  nn  ,5 _ j  ruuues,  braiisporung.  passengers  ana  ice  as  shown  above  will  be  for  members  of 

the  Internationa1  Bound-  their  baggage,  in  the  same  vehicle  with  garden  clubs,  religious  organizations,  school 

&nes  oetween  the  United  States  and  Can-  passengers,  (1)  between  Aliceville,  Ala.,  groups  and  flower  clubs,  etc. 

<*QS,  and  between  the  United  States  and  and  Columbus  Miss  *  from  A 1  i  novill p 

t _ _ 4. _  ana  '-/OiumDus,  jvuss.  irom  Aiicevme  uvatunci-  NnvpmW  Q  iqri  *»+.  tho 
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No.  MC  12614  (Sub-No.  1),  filed 
August  14,  1961.  Applicant:  FLOSSIE 


Note:  Applicant  states  the  proposed  serv¬ 
ice  as  shown  above  will  be  for  members  of 


>  Mttico;  and  (2)  in  one-way  charter  op-  ““t  overAlabamaHighway  14  to  the  HEARING:  November  9,  1961,  at  the 
I  rations  beginning  at  points  in  Bueno  Y, u  \A  .  "f'  .y  ~  U.S.  Court  Rooms,  Uptown  Post  Office 

l  pSTST  MT  SanS  Alabama-Mississippi  State  line  thence  Bulldlng,  Raleighi  N.c„  before  joint 

I  hanklin,  Hamilton,  Hardin,  Story;  over  Mississippi  Highway  69  to  Colum-  Board  No.  103, 

•  Boone,  Dallas  Greene  Carroll  Sac  bus’  and  161:111:11  over  the  same  route.  No.  MC  12758,  filed  June  20,  1961. 
o  Pocahontas, Humboldt, Wright, Webster]  serving  the  intermediate  point  of  Pick-  Applicant:  IMPERIAL  ECONOMY 
J.  Emmet,  Clay,  and  Calhoun  Counties’,  ensville,  Ala.;  and  (2)  between  Aliceville,  TOURS,  INC.,  doing  business  as  VALLEY 
h  towa,  and  ending  at  any  point  within  Ala.,  and  Reform,  Ala.;  from  Aliceville  TRAVEL  TOURS,  5  Sunrise  Plaza, 
i-  United  States  (excluding  Alaska  and  over  Alabama  Highway  17  to  Reform,  Valley  Stream,  N.Y.  Applicant’s  repre- 

*  Hawaii) ,  and  including  Ports  of  Entry  on  and  return  over  the  same  route,  serving  sentative:  William  D.  Traub,  350  Fifth 
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Avenue,  New  York  1,  N.Y.  For  a  license 
(BMC-5)  to  engage  in  operations  as  a 
broker  at  Valley  Stream,  N.Y.,  in  ar¬ 
ranging  for  transportation  in  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce,  by  motor  vehicle, 
of  passengers  and  their  baggage,  in  the 
same  vehicle  with  passengers,  both  as  in¬ 
dividuals  and  groups,  in  round-trip  spe¬ 
cial  and  charter  all-expense  conducted 
sightseeing  and  pleasure  tours,  begin¬ 
ning  and  ending  at  points  in  Nassau  and 
Suffolk  Counties,  N.Y.,  and  extending 
to  points  in  Maine,  New  Hampshire, 
Vermont,  Massachusetts,  Rhode  Island, 
Connecticut,  New  York,  New  Jersey, 
Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  Maryland,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

HEARING:  November  1,  1961  at  346 
Broadway,  New  York,  N.Y.,  before  Ex¬ 
aminer  Abraham  J.  Essrick. 

No.  MC  12759,  filed  July  5,  1961.  Ap¬ 
plicant:  SKI-O-RAMA  TOURS,  INC., 
236  North  Franklin  Street,  Hempstead, 
N.Y.  Applicant’s  representative:  Wil¬ 
liam  D.  Traub,  350  Fifth  Avenue,  New 
York  1,  N.Y.  For  a  license  (BMC-5)  to 
engage  in  operations  as  a  broker  at 
Hempstead,  N.Y.,  in  arranging  for  the 
transportation  by  motor  vehicle  in  inter¬ 
state  or  foreign  commerce  of  passengers 
and  their  baggage,  in  the  same  vehicle 
with  passengers,  both  as  individuals  and 
groups,  in  round-trip  special  and  charter 
all-expense  conducted,  sightseeing,  ski¬ 
ing,  and  pleasure  tours,  beginning  and 
ending  at  points  in  Nassau  and  Suffolk 
Counties,  N.Y.,  and  extending  to  points 
in  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont, 
Massachusetts,  Connecticut,  New  York, 
and  Pennsylvania.  • 

HEARING:  October  30,  1961,  at  346 
Broadway,  New  York,  N.Y.,  before  Ex¬ 
aminer  Walter  R.  Lee. 

No.  MC  12760,  filed  July  11,  1961.  Ap¬ 
plicant:  JOSEPH  E.  GARCEAU,  doing 
business  as  GARCEAU’S  TOUR  BU¬ 
REAU,  1463  Massachusetts  Avenue, 
North  Adams,  Mass.  Applicant’s  attor¬ 
ney:  John  J.  Brady,  Jr.,  75  State  Street, 
Albany  7,  N.Y.  For  a  license  (BMC-5) 
to  engage  in  operations  as  a  broker  at 
North  Adams,  Mass.,  in  arranging  for 
the  transportation  by  motor  vehicle  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce  of  pas¬ 
sengers  and  their  baggage,  in  the  same 
vehicle  with  passengers,  both  as  individ¬ 
uals  and  groups,  in  round-trip  charter, 
all-expense  conducted  tours,  and  sight¬ 
seeing  trips,  beginning  and  ending  at 
North  Adams,  Mass.,  and  points  within 
35  miles  thereof  in  Massachusetts,  and 
Springfield,  Mass.,  and  extending  to 
points  in  Florida,  California,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  Virginia,  Georgia,  Pennsylvania, 
Delaware,  New  Jersey,  New  York  (in¬ 
cluding  ports  of  entry  on  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Boundry  Line  between  the  United 
States  and  Canada  as  they  exist  along 
the  northern  boundary  line  of  New 
York) ,  and  Washington,  D.C. 

HEARING:  November  15,  1961,  at  the 
Federal  Building,  Albany,  N.Y.,  before 
Examiner  Abraham  J.  Essrick. 

No.  MC  12768,  filed  September  13, 1961. 
Applicant:  ALL-AMERICAN  EXCUR¬ 
SIONS,  INC.,  745  South  51st  Street, 
Philadelphia,  Pa.  Applicant’s  attorney: 
James  W.  Brown,  Jr.,  16th  Floor,  2  Penn 
Center  Plaza,  Philadelphia  2,  Pa.  For  a 
license  (BMC-5)  to  engage  in  operations 


as  a  broker  at  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  in  ar¬ 
ranging  for  transportation  in,  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce,  by  motor  vehicle, 
of  passengers  and  their  baggage,  in 
round-trip  special  and  charter  all-ex¬ 
pense  tours,  beginning  and  ending  at 
points  in  Berks,  Bucks,  Chester,  Dau¬ 
phin,  Lancaster,  Lehigh,  Montgomery, 
Philadelphia,  Schuylkill,  and  York 
Counties,  Pa.,  and  points  in  Delaware, 
Maryland,  New  Jersey,  and  the  District 
of  Columbia,  and  extending  to  points  in 
the  United  States,  including  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

HEARING:  October  26,  1961,  at  the 
Pennsylvania  Public  Utility  Commission, 
Harrisburg,  Pa.,  before  Joint  Board  No. 
65,  or,  if  the  Joint  Board  waives  its 
right  to  participate,  before  Examiner  J. 
Thomas  Schneider. 

Applications  in  Which  Handling  With¬ 
out  Oral  Hearing  is  Requested 

MOTOR  CARRIERS  OF  PROPERTY 

No.  MC  5857  (Sub-No!  1),  filed  Sep¬ 
tember  11,  1961.  Applicant:  CHESTER 
TRUESDILL,  Beldenville,  Wis.  Appli¬ 
cant’s  representative:  A.  R.  Fowler,  2288 
University  Avenue,  St.  Paul  14,  Minn. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Returned  and  re¬ 
jected  shipments  of  general  commodi¬ 
ties  (except  those  of  unusual  value. 
Classes  A  and  B  explosives,  household 
goods  when  transported  as  a  separate 
and  distinct  service  in  connection  with 
so-called  “household  movings,”  com¬ 
modities  in  bulk,  commodities  requiring 
special  equipment,  and  those  injurious  or 
contaminating  to  other  lading),  from 
River  Falls,  Wis.,  to  Minneapolis,  Minn. 

Note  :  A  verified  statement  filed  In  support 
of  the  application  Indicates  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  operations  cover  the  return  transpor¬ 
tation  of  merchandise  which  Is  rejected  sub¬ 
sequent  to  delivery. 

No.  MC  10872  (Sub-No.  34),  filed 
September  14,  1961.  Applicant:  BE- 
MAC  TRANSPORT  COMPANY,  INC., 
7400  North  Broadway,  St.  Louis  15,  Mo. 
Applicant’s  attorney:  Charles  M.  M. 
Shepherd,  20  South  Central  Avenue, 
Clayton  (St.  Louis)  5,  Mo.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular  routes, 
transporting:  General  commodities  (ex¬ 
cept  those  of  unusual  value,  Classes  A  and 
B  explosives,  household  goods  as  defined 
by  the  Commission,  commodities  in  bulk, 
and  those  requiring  special  equipment), 
between  Aurora,  Ill.,  and  Chicago 
Heights,  Ill.;  from  Aurora  southwardly 
over  Business  Route  U.S.  Highway  30  to 
intersection  U.S.  Highway  30,  thence 
over  U.S.  Highway  30  to  Chicago 
Heights,  and  return  over  the  same  route, 
as  an  alternate  route  for  operating  con¬ 
venience  only,  serving  no  intermediate 
points. 

No.  MC  31799  (Sub-No.  3),  filed  Sep¬ 
tember  18,  1961.  Applicant:  HELLMAN 
TRUCKING  CO.,  INC.,  Pilot  Grove, 
Iowa.  Applicant’s  representative:  Ken¬ 
neth  F.  Dudley,  106  North  Court  Street, 
Ottumwa,  Iowa.  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  Lumber,  finished,  and  unfinished, 
including  pre-cut  and  dimension  stock 


from  points  in  Lee  County,  i0Wft  * 
points  in  Colorado,  Illinois,  Ini10 
Kansas,  Kentucky,  Michigan 
Nebraska,  North  Carolina,  Ohio  t  1 
nessee,  and  Wisconsin.  ’  len‘ 

No.  MC  66562  (Sub-No.  1846) 
September  19,  1961.  Applicant-  ratT 
WAY  EXPRESS  AGENCY,  INCORPrC 
RATED,  219  East  42d  Street,  New  yS 
17,  N.Y.  Applicant’s  attorney-  Will£! 

H.  Marx  (same  address  as  appliS 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  coi' 
mon  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  overran 
ular  routes,  transporting: 
commodities,  moving  in  express  servta 
between  Trenton,  N.J.,  on  the  one  hm 
and,  on  the  other,  Perth  Amboy  Red 
Bank,  Point  Pleasant,  and  SomenSk 
N.J.,  and  Allentown,  Pa.;  (1)  fromTren 
ton  over  New  Jersey  Highway  33  to  juncl 
tion  U.S.  Highway  9,  thence  over  ui 
Highway  9  to  junction  New  Jersey  High¬ 
way  35,  thence  over  New  Jersey  High* 
way  35  to  Perth  Amboy,  and  return 
over  the  same  route,  serving  no  inter, 
mediate  points;  (2)  From  Trenton  ova 
New  Jersey  Highway  33  to  junction  New 
Jersey  Highway  79,  thence  over  New 
Jersey  Highway  79  to  junction  New 
Jersey  Highway  35,  thence  over  New 
Jersey  Highway  35  to  Red  Bank,  and  re- 
turn  over  the  same  route,  serving  the 
intermediate  point  of  Matawan,  Nj.; 
(3 )  From  Trenton  over  New  Jersey  High¬ 
way  33  to  intersection  of  New  Jersey 
Highway  35,  thence  over  New  Jersey 
Highway  35  to  Point  Pleasant,  and  re- 
turn  over  the  same  route,  serving  the  off- 
route  point  of  Asbury  Park,  N.J.;  (4) 
From  Trenton  over  U.S.  Highway  206  to 
junction  New  Jersey  Highway  28,  thence 
over  New  Jersey  Highway  28  to  Somer- 
ville,  and  return  over  the  same  route, 
serving  the  intermediate  point  of  Prince¬ 
ton,  N.J.;  and  (5)  From  Trenton  over 
New  Jersey  Highway  69  to  junction  UJ3. 
Highway  22,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway 
22  to  Allentown,  Pa.,  and  return  over 
the  same  route,  serving  the  intermediate 
points  of  Flemington,  N.J.,  and  Easton 
and  Bethlehem,  Pa.  RESTRICTIONS: 
The  service  to  be  performed  will  be 
limited  to  that  which  is  auxiliary  to  or 
supplemental  of  express  service,  and  the 
shipments  transported  by  applicant  will 
be  limited  to  those  moving  on  a  through 
bill  of  lading  or  express  receipt,  covering, 
in  addition  to  the  motor  carrier  move¬ 
ments  by  applicant,  an  immediately  prior 
or  an  immediately  subsequent  movement 
by  rail  or  air. 

No.  MC  66562  (Sub-No.  1847),  filed 
September  19,  1961.  Applicant:  RAIL¬ 
WAY  EXPRESS  AGENCY,  INCORPO¬ 
RATED,  219  East  42d  Street,  New  Tort 
17,  N.Y.  Applicant’s  attorney:  William 
H.  Marx.  219  East  42d  Street,  New  York 
17,  N.Y.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as 
a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
regular  routes,  transporting:  General 
commodities,  moving  in  express  service, 
between  Newark,  N.J.,  and  Plainfield  and 
Bayonne,  N.J.;  (1)  from  Newark  over 
U.S.  Highway  22  to  Plainfield,  and  re¬ 
turn  over  the  same  route  serving  no  in¬ 
termediate  points  and  (2)  from  Newart 
over  U.S.  Highway  1  to  junction  wo 
New  Jersey  Turnpike,  thence  over  He* 
Jersey  Turnpike  to  Bayonne,  and  return 
over  the  same  route,  serving  no  inter¬ 
mediate  points. 
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Wednesday,  September  27,  1961 


■  common  control  may  be  Involved. 
NOT*-  '■/U 

t  vrf  77064  (Sub-No.  2)  (REPUBLI¬ 
C-CORRECTION  and  AMEND- 
CS)  filed  April  13,  1961,  published 
vrtMi  Register,  issue  of  April  26,  1961, 
FJD  hHehpd  as  corrected  and  amended, 
Applicant:  LEICHTMAN 
-  inc.,  176  East  119th  Street,  New 


-  k  NY  Applicant’s  attorney:  Frank 
1° Rossini,  39-15  Main  Street,  Flushing 
t  n  Y  Authority  sought  to  operate  as 
itummon  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
regular  routes,  transporting:  Tone 

binets  amplifiers,  accessories  and 
Znvonent  parts,  used  with  or  as  an 
iLssory  to  a  piano  or  organ,  between 
New  York,  N.Y.,  and  points  in  Fairfield 
county,  Conn.,  and  points  in  Bergen,  Es- 
Ocean,  Passaic,  Somerset,  Sussex, 
Dnion  Warren,  Hudson,  Hunterdon, 
Mercer,  Morris,  Middlesex,  and  Mon¬ 
mouth  Counties,  N.J. 

Not*:  The  subject  application  as  originally 
«led  and  noticed  in  the  Federal  Register 
inadvertently  omitted  the  destination  points 
of  Hudson,  Hunterdon,  Mercer,  Morris,  Mid¬ 
dlesex,  and  Monmouth  Counties,  N.J.  The 
purpose  of  this  republication  is  to  reflect 
all  of  the  territory  proposed  to  be  served. 


No.  MC  92983  (Sub-No.  399),  filed 
September  15,  1961.  Applicant:  ELDON 
MILLER,  INC.,  330  East  Washington 
Street,  Iowa  City,  Iowa.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Grain  neutral  spirits,  in 
bulk,  in  tank  vehicles,  from  Pekin,  Ill.,  to 
Detroit,  Mich. 

No.  MC  113267  (Sub-No.  44),  filed 
August  31,  1961.  Applicant:  CENTRAL 
k SOUTHERN  TRUCK  LINES,  INC.,  312 
West  Morris  Street,  Caseyville,  Ill.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting :  Meats,  meat  prod- 
acts,  meat  byproducts,  dairy  products, 
articles  distributed  by  meat  packing 
houses  (except  abrasives,  detergents, 
soap,  soap  stock,  and  soap  products) ,  in 
peddler  delivery  service,  five  or  more 
deliveries  on  each  vehicle,  in  vehicles 
equipped  with  temperature  controlled 
mechanical  refrigeration,  from  Memphis, 
Tenn.,  to  points  in  Missouri,  south  and 
east  of  Perry,  St.  Francois,  Washington, 
Crawford,  Phelps,  Pulaski,  Laclede, 
Wright,  Douglas,  and  Ozark  Counties. 

Note:  Applicant  has  contract  authority 
under  MC  50132  (Sub-No.  57),  therefore  dual 
operations  may  be  involved.  Common  con¬ 
trol  may  also  be  involved. 
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No.  MC  116710  (Sub-No.  6) ,  filed  Sep¬ 
tember  11,  1961.  Applicant:  MISSIS¬ 
SIPPI  CHEMICAL  EXPRESS,  INC.,  P.O. 
Box  1634,  Hattiesburg,  Miss.  Applicant’s 
representative:  M.  D.  Altgelt,  Jr.  (same 
address  as  applicant) .  Authority  sought 
to  operate  as  a  contract  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport- 
inj:  Molten  sulphur,  in  bulk,  in  tank 
vehicles,  from  Pontiac,  Miss.,  to  Baton 
Rouge,  La. 

motor  carriers  of  passengers 

No.MC  1501  (Sub-No.  240),  filed  Sep¬ 
tember  5, 1961.  Applicant:  THE  GREY¬ 
HOUND  CORPORATION,  140  South 
Dearborn  Street,  Chicago  3,  Ill..  Appli¬ 
es  attorney:  Peter  K.  Nevitt,  The 
veyhound  Corporation,  140  South  Dear¬ 


born  Street,  Chicago  3,  Ill.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  regular  routes, 
transporting:  Passengers  and  their  bag¬ 
gage,  and  express,  mail,  and  newspapers, 
in  the  same  vehicle  with  passengers,  (1) 
between  Columbia,  S.C.,  and  junction 
U.S.  Highway  276  and  South  Carolina 
Highway  14  at  or  near  Mauldin,  S.C., 
from  Columbia  over  U.S.  Highway  76  to 
junction  U.S.  Interstate  Highway  26, 
approximately  four  (4)  miles  west  of 
Columbia,  thence  over  Interstate  High¬ 
way  26  to  junction  U.S.  Highway  276, 
thence  over  U.S.  Highway  276  to  junction 
South  Carolina  Highway  14  at  or  near 
Mauldin,  and  return  over  the  same  route, 
serving  all  intermediate  points;  (2)  Be¬ 
tween  junction  Interstate  Highway  26 
and  South  Carolina  Highway  72,  near 
Clinton,  S.C.,-and  junction  South  Caro¬ 
lina  Highway  308  and  U.S.  Highway  276, 
approximately  seven  (7)  miles  north  of 
Clinton,  S.C.,  from  junction  Interstate 
Highway  26  and  South  Carolina  Highway 
72,  near  Clinton,  S.C.,  over  South  Caro¬ 
lina  Highway  72  to  Clinton,  thence  over 
South  Carolina  Highway  308  to  junction 
U.S.  Highway  276,  approximately  seven 
(7)  miles  north  of  Clinton,  and  return 
over  the  same  route,  serving  all  inter¬ 
mediate  points;  and  (3)  Between  junc¬ 
tion  Interstate  Highway  26  and  South 
Carolina  Highway  219  and  junction 
South  Carolina  Highway  19  and  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  26,  from  junction  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  26  and  South  Carolina 
Highway  219,  over  South  Carolina  High¬ 
way  219  to  Newberry,  S.C.,  thence  over 
South  Carolina  Highway  19  to  junction 
Interstate  Highway  26,  and  return  over 
the  same  route,  serving  all  intermediate 
points. 

No.  MC  1501  (Sub-No.  243),  filed  Sep¬ 
tember  13,  1961.  Applicant:  THE 

'GREYHOUND  CORPORATION,  Room 
1500,  140  South  Dearborn  Street, 

Chicago,  3,  Ill.  Applicant’s  attorney: 
Barrett  Elkins,  Eastern  Greyhound 
Lines,  2600  Hamilton  Avenue,  Cleveland 
14,  Ohio.  .Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting 
Passengers  and  their  baggage,  in  the 
same  vehicle  with  passengers,  in  round- 
trip  special  operations,  seasonal  during 
the  respective  racing  seasons  of  each 
year,  beginning  and  ending  at  Cleveland, 
Akron,  Canton,  Warren,  and  Youngs¬ 
town,  Ohio,  and  extending  to  the  Water¬ 
ford  Park  Race  Track,  approximately 
6.5  miles  from  Chester,  W.  Va. 

Note:  Common  control  may  be  involved. 

Applications  Under  Sections  5  and 
210a(b) 

The  following  applications  are  gov¬ 
erned  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission’s  special  rules  governing  notice 
of  filing  of  applications  by  motor  carriers 
of  property  or  passengers  under  section 
5(a)  and  210a (b)  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act  and  certain  other  proceedings 
with  respect  thereto  (49  CFR  1.240). 

MOTOR  CARRIERS  OF  PROPERTY 

No.  MC-F-7968.  Authority  sought 
for  purchase  by  CONTRACT  CAR¬ 
RIERS,  INC.,  2425  Walton  Street,  Ander¬ 
son,  Ind.,  of  the  operating  rights  of 
LENOX  TRUCKING,  INC.,  4460  West 


Mitchell  Avenue,  Cincinnati  32,  Ohio, 
and  for  acquisition  by  N.  A.  WATERS, 
also  of  Anderson,  and  H.  C.  BALDWIN, 
2929  North  Meridian  Street,  Indianapo¬ 
lis,  Ind.,  of  control  of  such  rights  through 
the  purchase.  Applicants’  attorneys: 
Robert  C.  Smith,  512  Illinois  Building, 
Indianapolis  4,  Ind.,  and  John  P.  Mc¬ 
Mahon,  44  East  Broad  Street,  Columbus 
15,  Ohio.  Operating  rights  sought  to 
be  transferred:  Soap,  soap  powder, 
soap  products,  lard  substitute,  and  com¬ 
pounds,  and  advertising  matter  and/or 
premiums  when  shipped  with  these 
items,  as  a  contract  carrier  over  irregu¬ 
lar  routes,  between  Cincinnati,  Ivory- 
dale,  and  St.  Bernard,  Ohio,  on  the  one 
hand,  and,  on  the  other.  Fort  Wayne, 
and  certain  points  in  Indiana ;  groceries, 
and  in  connection  therewith,  pre¬ 
miums  and  advertising  material,  from 
the  plant  sites  of  The  Proctor  &  Gamble 
Company,  at  Cincinnati,  Ivorydale,  and 
St.  Bernard,  Ohio/  to  Fort  Wayne  and 
certain  points  in  Indiana;  and  un¬ 
claimed,  unsaleable,  or  returned  ship¬ 
ments  of  commodities  specified  imme¬ 
diately  above  from  Fort  Wayne  and 
certain  points  in  Indiana  to  the  plant 
sites  of  The  Proctor  &  Gamble  Company 
at  Cincinnati,  Ivorydale,  and  St.  Ber¬ 
nard,  Ohio,  with  the  restriction  that 
operations  authorized  herein  are  limited 
to  a  transportation  service  to  be  per¬ 
formed  under  a  continuing  contract  or 
contracts  with  The  Proctor  &  Gamble 
Distributing  Company,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 
Vendee  is  authorized  to  operate  as  a 
contract  carrier  in  Indiana,  Missouri, 
Ohio,  Illinois,  Pennsylvania,  Michigan, 
Kentucky,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Tennessee,  and 
Wisconsin.  Application  has  not  been 
filed  for  temporary  authority  under 
section  210a(b). 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Harold  D.  McCoy, 

Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9243;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:48  a.m.] 


[Notice  178] 

MOTOR  CARRIER  ALTERNATE  ROUTE 
DEVIATION  NOTICES 

September  22,  1961. 

The  following  letter-notices  of  pro¬ 
posals  to  operate  over  deviation  routes 
for  operating  convenience  only  with  serv¬ 
ice  at  no  intermediate  points  have  been 
filed  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission,  under  the  Commission’s  devi¬ 
ation  rules  revised,  1957  (49  CFR  211.1 
(c)  (8) )  and  notice  thereof  to  all  inter¬ 
ested  persons  is  hereby  given  as  provided 
in  such  rules  (49  CFR  211.1(d)  (4)). 

Protests  against  the  use  of  any  pro¬ 
posed  deviation  route  herein  described 
may  be  filed  with  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission  in  the  manner  and 
form  provided  in  such  rules  (49  CFR 
211.1(e) )  at  any  time  but  will  not  oper¬ 
ate  to  stay  commencement  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  operations  unless  filed  within  30 
days  from  the  date  of  publication. 

Successively  filed  lrtter-notices  of  the 
same  carrier  under  the  Commission’s 
deviation  rules  revised,  1957,  will  be 
numbered  consecutively  for  convenience 
in  identification  and  protests  if  any 
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NOTICES 


should  refer  to  such  letter-notices  by 
number. 

Motor  Carriers  of  Property 

No.  MC-4963  (Deviation  No.  5)  JONES 
MOTOR  CO.  INC.,  7950  Dix  Avenue, 
Detroit  9,  Mich.,  filed  September  13, 1961. 
Carrier  proposes  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier  by  motor  vehicle  of  general  com¬ 
modities,  with  certain  exceptions  over  a 
deviation  route  as  follows:  From  the 
junction  of  U.S.  Highways  20  and  Alter¬ 
nate  20  near  Montpelier,  Ohio,  over  Al¬ 
ternate  U.S.  Highway  20  to  Toledo,  Ohio, 
thence  over  U.S.  Highway  20  to  junction 
Ohio  Highway  51  near  Elmore,  Ohio,  and 
return  over  the  same  route,  for  operat¬ 
ing  convenience  only,  serving  no  inter¬ 
mediate  points.  The  notice  indicates 
that  the  carrier  is  presently  authorized 
to  transport  the  same  commodities  over 
a  pertinent  service  route  as  follows: 
From  Chicago,  Ill.,  over  U.S.  Highway  20 
to  Toledo,  Ohio,  thence  over  Ohio  High¬ 
way  51  (formerly  Business  Route  U.S. 
Highway  20)  to  junction  U.S.  Highway 
20,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway  20  to 
Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  return  over  the 
same  route. 

No.  MC-10761  (Deviation  No.  13) 
TRANSAMERICAN  FREIGHT  LINES, 
INC.,  1700  North  Waterman  Avenue, 
Detroit  9,  Mich.,  filed  September  8,  1961. 
Carrier  proposes  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier  by  motor  vehicle  of  general 
commodities,  with  certain  exceptions, 
over  a  deviation  route  as  follows:  Be¬ 
tween  Omaha  and  Lincoln,  Nebr.,  over 
Interstate  Highway  80,  for  operating 
convenience  only,  serving  no  intermedi¬ 
ate  points.  The  notice  indicates  that  the 
carrier  is  presently  authorized  to  trans¬ 
port  the  same  commodities  over  a  perti¬ 
nent  service  route  as  follows:  From  Chi¬ 
cago,  Ill.,  over  U.S.  Highway  34  to  junc¬ 
tion  Illinois  Highway  92,  thence  over 
Illinois  Highway  92  to  junction  U.S. 
Highway  6,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway  6 
to  Lincoln,  Nebr.,  and  return  over  the 
same  route. 

No.  MC-38183  (Deviation  No.  •  1) 
WHEELOCK  BROS.  INC.,  720  East  Third 
Street,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  filed  September 
11,  1961.  Carrier  Proposes  to  operate  as 
a  common  carrier  by  motor  vehicle  of 
general  commodities,  with  certain  ex¬ 
ceptions,  over  a  deviation  route  as  fol¬ 
lows:  From  junction  U.S.  Highway  75, 
The  Kansas  Turnpike  and  Interstate 
Highway  470  over  Interstate  Highway 
470  to  junction  U.S.  Highway  40,  and  re¬ 
turn  over  the  same  route,  for  operating 
convenience  only,  serving  no  intermedi¬ 
ate  points.  The  notice  indicates  that  the 
carrier  is  presently  authorized  to  trans¬ 
port  the  same  commodities  over  a  perti¬ 
nent  service  route  as  follows:  From  Chi¬ 
cago,  Ill.,  over  U.S.  Highway  66  to  junc¬ 
tion  Alternate  U.S.  Highway  66,  thence 
over  Alternate  U.S.  Highway  66  to  junc¬ 
tion  U.S.  Highway  66,  thence  over  U.S. 
Highway  66  to  Springfield,  Ill.,  thence 
over  U.S.  Highway  36  to  junction  U.S. 
Highway  54,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway 
54  to  Kingdom  City,  Mo.,  thence  over 
U.S.  Highway  40  to  Kansas  City,  Mo., 
thence  over  U.S.  Highway  24  to  Man¬ 
hattan,  Kans.,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway 
40  via  Salina,  Kans.  to  Oakley,  Kans., 
thence  over  U.S.  Highway  83  to  junction 


U.S.  Highway  24,  thence  over  U.S.  High-  North)  thence  over  U.S.  Highwav 
way  24  to  Limon,  Colo.,  and  thence  over  junction  U.S.  Highway  156  (fomT  *° 
U.S.  Highway  40  to  Denver,  Colo.,  and  U.S.  Highway  50-North),  thence*^ 
return  over  the  same  route.  U.S.  Highway  156  to  Garden  City  kT0 

No.  MC-38183  (Deviation  No.  2)  thence  over  U.S.  Highway  50  to  pShu 
WHEELOCK  BROS.  INC.,  720  East  Third  Colo.,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway  V 
Street,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  filed  September  Denver,  and  return  over  the  same  rout* 
11,  1961.  Carrier  proposes  to  operate  as  No.  MC-38183  (Deviation  No  4 
a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle  of  WHEELOCK  BROS.  INC.,  720  East 
general  commodities,  with  certain  excep-  Third  Street,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  filed  Sen 
tions,  over  a  deviation  route  as  follows:  tember  14,  1961.  Carrier  proposes  to  od 
From  Junction  City,  Kans.,  over  Inter-  erate  as  a  common  carrier  by  motor 
state  Highway  70  to  junction  U.S.  High-  vehicle  of  general  commodities,  with  cer 
way  81  just  north  of  Salina,  Kans.,  and  tain  exceptions,  over  a  deviation  rout* 
return  over  the  same  route,  for  operat-  as  follows:  From  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  over 
ing  convenience  only,  serving  no  inter-  Interstate  Highway  29  to  St.  Joseph,  Mo 
mediate  points.  The  notice  indicates  and  return  over  the  same  route  for  oa! 
that  the  carrier  is  presently  authorized  crating  convenience  only,  serving  no  in- 
to  transport  the  same  commodities  over  termediate  points.  The  notice  indicates 
a  pertinent  service  route  as  follows:  that  the  carrier  is  presently  authorized 
From  Chicago,  Ill.,  over  U.S.  Highway  66  to  transport  the  same  commodities  over 
to  junction  Alternate  U.S.  Highway  66,  a  pertinent  service  route  as  follows: 
thence  over  Alternate  U.S.  Highway  66  Prom  Kansas  City  oVer  U.S.  Highway  li 
to  junction  U.S.  Highway  66,  thence  over  to  St.  Joseph,  Mo.,  thence  over  US. 
U.S.  Highway  66  to  Springfield,  Ill.,  Highway  36  to  Springfield,  Ill.,  thence 
thence  over  U.S.  Highway  36  to  junction  over  U-S.  Highway  66  to  junction  Al- 
U.S.  Highway  54,  thence  over  U.S.  High-  ternate  U.S.  Highway  66,  thence  over 
way  54  to  Kingdom  City,  Mo.,  thence  Alternate  U.S.  Highway  66  to  junction 
over  U.S.  Highway  40  to  Kansas  City,  tJ.S.  Highway  66,  thence  over  U.S.  High- 
Mo.,  thence  over  U.S.  Highwray  24  to  way  66  to  Chicago,  and  return  over  the 
Manhattan,  Kans.,  thence  over  U.S.  sa??e  roate' 

Highway  40  via  Salina,  Kans.,  to  Oakley,  (Deviation  No.  1) 

Kans.,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway  83  to  STEVENS  EXPRESS,  INC.,  1013  East 
junction  U.S.  Highway  24,  thence  over  11th,  Hutchinson,  Kans.,  filed  September 
U.S.  Highway  24  to  Limon,  Colo.,  thence  *4,  1961.  Attorney  James  F.  Miller,  500 
over  U.S.  Highway  40  to  Denver,  Colo.,  Hoard  of  Trade,  10th  and  Wyandotte, 
and  return  over  the  same  route.  Kansas  City  5,  Mo.  Carrier  proposes  to 

No.  MC-38183  (Deviation  No.  3)  op£ra1te  as  a  cor^mon  caJ.r.i.er  by  mo^ 
WHEELOCK  BROS.  INC.  720  East  Third  Y^1016  of  9.e. neral  commodifies,  with  cer- 
Street,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  filed  Septem-  dev'atflonJ°ut« 

ber  11, 1961.  Carrier  proposes  to  operate  Kant’ 

as  a  common  carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  of  w-  Em«n?’ 

general  commodities,  with  certain  ex-  ™ r  highway  50  to 

ceptions,  over  a  deviation  route  as  fol-  Hutchinson,  Kans.  and  return  over  the 

lows:  From  Kansas  City,  Kans.,  over. 

ok  ’  Tt  o  only,  serving  no  intermediate  points 

The  notice  lndicates  that  the  carrier  is 

amd  refurn  over  the  same  route  foroper-  presently  authorized  to  transport  the 
and  return  oyer  tne  same  route,  ior  oper  same  commodities  over  a  pertinent  serv- 

atmg  convenience  only  serving  no  imme-  ice  route  as  follows:  Fro£  Kansas 
diate  points.  The  notice  indicates  that  over  Kansas  Highway  32  to  junction  US 
the  carrier  is  presently  authorized  to  Highway  40,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway 
transport  the  same  commodities  over  40  to  Topeka,  Kans.,  thence  over  urmum- 
pertinent  service  routes  as  follows:  From  ^red  highway  (formerly  U.S.  Highway 
Chicago,  HI  over  UB  Highway  66  to  40)  t0  junction  U.S.  Highway  24  (for- 
junction  Alternate  U.S  Highway  66  merly  u  s  Highway  40),  thence  over 

thence  over  Alternate  U.S.  Highway  66  v  s  Highway  24  to  Wamego,  Kans, 
to  junction  U.S.  Highwray  66  thence  over  thence  over  unnumbered  Highway  (for- 
U.S.  Highway  66  to  Springfield,  Ill.,  merly  U.S.  Highway  40)  to  junction  US. 
thence  over  U.S.  Highway  36  to  junction  Highway  24  (formerly  U.S.  Highway  40) 
U.S.  Highway  54,  thence  over  U.S.  High-  thence  over  U.S.  Highway  24  to  Manhat- 
way  54  to  Kingdom  City,  Mo. ,  thence  over  tan  Kans  thence  over  Kansas  Highway 
U.S.  Highway  40  to  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  jg  (formerly  U.S.  Highway  40)  to  June- 
thence  over  U.S.  Highway  24  to  Man-  tion  City,  Kans.  thence  over  U.S.  High- 
hattan,  Kans.,  thence  over  Kansas  High-  way  40  to  Salina,  Kans.,  thence  over  UJS. 
way  18  (formerly  U.S.  Highway  40)  to  Highway  81  to  McPherson,  Kans.,  thence 
Junction  City,  Kans.,  thence  over  U.S.  over  Kansas  Highway  17  to  Hutchin- 
Highway  40  via  Salina,  Kans.,  to  Oakley,  son,  and  return  over  the  same  route. 
Kans.,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway  24  to  _ 

Limon,  Colo.,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway  Motor  Carriers  of  Passengers 

40  to  Denver,  Colo.;  from  Chicago  to  No.  MC-1501  (Deviation  No.  68)  THE 
Kansas  City  as  specified  above,  thence  GREYHOUND  CORPORATION,  1400 
over  U.S.  Highway  50  to  junction  U.S.  y/est  Third  Street,  Cleveland  13,  Ohio, 
Highway  59,  thence  over  U.S.  Highway  filed  September  8,  1961.  Carrier  pro- 
59  to  Ottawa,  Kans.,  thence  over  U.S.  poses  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier , 
Highway  50  (formerly  U.S.  Highway  50-  by  motor  vehicle  of  passengers  and  their 
South)  via  Dodge  City,  Kans.,  to  Garden  baggage,  over  deviation  routes  as  follows: 
City,  Kans.,  thence  from  Chicago  to  (A)  From  the  junction  of  Rhode  Island 
Kansas  City,  as  specified  above,  thence  Highways  2  and  3,  approximately  one 
over  U.S.  Highway  50  to  junction  U.S.  mile  east  of  Crompton,  R.I.,  over  Rhode 
t  Highway  56  (formerly  U.S.  Highway  50-  Island  Highway  2  to  its  junction  wits 
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interstate  Highway  95,  approximately 
1  Ss  west  of  East  Greenwich,  R.I., 

*  over  Interstate  Highway  95  to 
Son  Rhode  Island  Highway  3,  ap- 
^vimately  1  mile  north  of  Nooseneck, 
<B>  from  Pawcatuck,  Conn., 
Connecticut  Highway  2  to  junction 
Connecticut  Highway  95,  approximately 
f  Se  southeast  of  North  Stomngton, 
cnrm  and  return  over  the  same  routes, 
for  operating  convenience  only  serving 
no  intermediate  points.  The  notice  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  carrier  is  presently  author- 
L i  to  transport  passengers  over  perti¬ 
nent  service  routes  as  follows:  From 
Boston  Mass.,  over  U.S.  Highway  1  via 
Dedham  and  North  Attleboro,  Mass.,  to 
Providence,'  R.I.  (also  from  Dedham 
over  Massachusetts  Highway  1-A  to 
North  Attleboro),  thence  over  Rhode 
island  Highway  3  to  Westerly,  R.I., 
thence  over  U.S.  Highway  1  and  Alter¬ 
nate  U.S.  Highway  1  via  Port  Chester, 
NY  to  New  York,  N.Y.;  from  Providence 
over  Rhode  Island  Highway  3  to  junction 
Rhode  Island  Highway  3-A,  thence  over 
Rhode  Island  Highway  3-A  to  Arctic, 
RI.,  thence  over  Rhode  Island  Highway 
117  to  junction  Rhode  Island  Highway  3, 
thence  over  Rhode  Island  Highway  3  via 
Wyoming,  RI.,  to  Hopkinton,  R.I.,  thence 
over  Rhode  Island  Highway  84  to  the 
Rhode  Island-Connecticut  State  line, 
thence  over  Connecticut  Highway  84  to 
New  London,  Conn.;  and  from  Provi¬ 
dence  over  U.S.  Highway  6  via  Danielson 
and  Willimantic,  Conn.,  to  junction  Al¬ 
ternate  U.S.  Highway  6,  thence  over 
Alternate  U.S.  Highway  6  to  Middletown, 
Conn.,  thence  over  Connecticut  Highway 
17  to  New  Haven,  Conn.,  and  return  over 
the  same  routes. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Harold  D.  McCoy, 

Secretary. 

[PR.  Doc.  61-9242;  Piled,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:48  a.m.] 


[Drouth  Order  No.  59;  Amdt.  4] 

ARIZONA,  IDAHO,  UTAH,  WISCONSIN 
AND  WYOMING 

Drouth  Order 

In  the  matter  of  relief  under  section  22 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act. 

Present:  Rupert  L.  Murphy,  vice  chair¬ 
man,  to  whom  the  above-entitled  matter 
has  been  assigned  for  action  thereon. 

It  appearing  that  due  to  the  drouth 
conditions  existing  in  the  States  of 
Idaho,  Michigan,  Minnesota,  Montana, 
Nevada,  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota, 
and  Wisconsin  the  Commission  issued 
its  Drouth  Order  No.  59  and  Amendments 
Nos.  1,  2,  and  3  thereto  under  section  22 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  author¬ 
izing  the  railroads  subject  to  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  jurisdiction  to  transport  live¬ 
stock  feed  and  hay  to  the  drouth  area  at 
reduced  rates ; 

And  it  further  appearing  that  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
has  requested  the  Commission  to  enter 
an  order  authorizing  the  same  authority 
to  thirty-five  additional  counties: 

It  is  ordered.  That  the  appendix  to 
Drouth  Order  No.  59,  as  amended,  be, 


and  it  is  hereby,  further  amended  by  offices  in  Washington,  D.C.,  at  least  three 
adding  thereto  the  following  additional  days  in  advance  of  the  date  set  for  the 
counties:  hearing. 


Arizona — 2  counties,  viz.,  Coconino,  Gila. 
Idaho — 1  county,  viz..  Valley. 

Utah — all  counties. 

Wisconsin — 2  counties,  viz.,  Burnett,  Chip¬ 
pewa. 

Wyoming — 1  county,  viz.,  Sheridan. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  in  all  other 
respects  Drouth  Order  No.  59,  as 
amended,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and 
effect. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  notice 
to  the  affected  railroads  and  the  general 
public  shall  be  given  by  depositing  a  copy 
of  this  order  in  the  office  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Commission  and  by  filing  a 
copy  with  the  Director,  Office  of  the 
Federal  Register;  and  that  copies  be 
mailed  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Traffic 
Executive  Association — Eastern  Rail¬ 
roads,  New  York,  N.Y.,  the  Chairman  of 
the  Southern  Freight  Association,  At¬ 
lanta,  Ga.,  the  Chairman  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Committee,  Western  Traffic  Asso¬ 
ciation,  Chicago,  Ill.,  the  Traffic 
Vice-President  of  the  Association  of 
American  Railroads,  Washington,  D.C., 
and  to  the  President  of  the  American 
Short  Line  Railroad  Association,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  21st 
day  of  September  1961. 

By  the  Commission,  Vice  Chairman 
Murphy. 

[seal]  Harold  D.  McCoy, 

Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61  9244;  Piled,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:49  a.m.) 


TARIFF  COMMISSION 

[22-23  S] 

TUNG  OIL  AND  TUNG  NUTS 

Notice  of  Supplemental  Investigation 
and  Date  of  Hearing 

At  the  request  of  the  President,  the 
United  States  Tariff  Commission,  on  the 
21st  day  of  September  1961,  instituted  an 
investigation  under  section  22(d)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  624(d) )  supplemental  to  U.S. 
Tariff  Commission  Investigation  No.  22- 
23,  to  determine  whether  the  circum¬ 
stances  requiring  Proclamation  No.  3378 
of  October  27,  1960  (3  CFR,  1960  Supp., 
p.  44)  imposing  import  quotas  on  tung 
oil  and  tung  nuts  no  longer  exist  so  that 
the  said  Proclamation  may  therefore  be 
terminated.  Under  the  terms-. of  Proc¬ 
lamation  No.  3378,  imports  of  tung  oil 
and  tung  nuts  will  be  under  quota  re¬ 
striction  through  October  31,  1963. 

Hearing.  A  public  hearing  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  supplemental  investigation 
will  be  held  in  the  Tariff  Commission’s 
Hearing  Room,  Tariff  Commission  Build¬ 
ing,  Eighth  and  E  Streets  NW„  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.,  beginning  at  10  a.m.,  e.d.s.t., 
on  October  24,  1961.  Interested  parties 
desiring  to  appear  and  to  be  heard  at  the 
public  hearing  should  notify  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Commission,  in  writing,  at  its 


Issued:  September  22,  1961. 

By  order  of  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Donn  N.  Bent, 

Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9236;  Piled,  Sept.  26,  1961; 
8:47  a.m.] 


[7-107,  7-108] 

UMBRELLA  FRAMES  AND 
UMBRELLAS 

Notice  of  Discontinuance  and  Dis¬ 
missal  of  Investigation  and  Cancel¬ 
lation  of  Hearings 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  upon  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  ap¬ 
plications  filed  by  the  Association  of 
Umbrella  Manufacturers  and  Suppliers, 
Inc.,  and  the  Umbrella  Frame  Associa¬ 
tion  of  America,  Inc.,  respectively,  for 
investigations  under  section  7  of  the 
Trade  Agreements  Extension  Act  of  1951, 
as  amended,  with  respect  to  umbrella 
frames  and  umbrellas,  the  United  States 
Tariff  Commission,  on  September  21, 
1961,  discontinued  and  dismissed  the 
respective  investigations  instituted  June 
16,  1961  (26  F.R.  5591)  and  cancelled  the 
hearings  scheduled  for  September  27  and 
28,  1961  (26  F.R.  6253). 

Issued  September  22,  1961. 

By  order  of  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Donn  N.  Bent, 

Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9237;  Filed,  Sept  26,  1961; 

8:47  a.m.] 

SECURITIES  AND  EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 

[File  No.  1-1712] 

PACIFIC  FINANCE  CORP. 

Notice  of  Application  To  Strike  From 

Listing  and  Registration  and  of 

Opportunity  for  Hearing 

September  21,  1961. 

In  the  matter  of  Pacific  Finance  Cor¬ 
poration,  Common  Stock,  File  No. 
1-1712. 

New  York  Stock  Exchange  has  filed 
an  application  with  the  Securities  and 
Exchange  Commission  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  12(d)  of  the  Securities  Exchange 
Act  of  1934  and  Rule  12d2-l(b)  promul¬ 
gated  thereunder,  to  strike  the  specified 
security  from  listing  and  registration 
thereon. 

The  reasons  alleged  in  the  application 
for  striking  this  security  from  listing  and 
registration  include  the  following:  Only 
46,020  shares  are  held  by  others  than 
Transamerica  Corporation. 

Upon  receipt  of  a  request,  on  or  before 
October  6,  1961,  from  any  interested 
person  for  a  hearing  in  regard  to  terms 
to  be  imposed  upon  the  delisting  of  this 
security,  the  Commission  will  determine 
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whether  to  set  the  matter  down  for  hear¬ 
ing.  Such  request  should  state  briefly 
the  nature  of  the  interest  of  the  person 
requesting  the  hearing  and  the  position 
he  proposes  to  take  at  the  hearing  with 
respect  to  imposition  of  terms.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  any  interested  person  may  submit 
his  views  or  any  additional  facts  bearing 
on  this  application  by  means  of  a  letter 
addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Securi¬ 
ties  and  Exchange  Commission,  Wash¬ 
ington  25,  D.C.  If  no  one  requests  a 
hearing  on  this  matter,  this  application 
will  be  determined  by  order  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  the  basis  of  the  facts  stated 
in  the  application  and  other  information 
•contained  in  the  official  files  of  the 
Commission  pertaining  to  the  matter. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Orval  L.  DuBois, 

Secretary. 

[FH.  Doc.  61-9227;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 

8:46  a.m.j 


[File  No.  1-1567] 

PRINCE  CONSOLIDATED  MINING  CO. 

Notice  of  Application  to  Strike  From 

Listing  and  Registration  and  of  Op¬ 
portunity  for  Hearing 

September  21, 1961. 

In  the  matter  of  Prince  Consolidated 
Mining  Company,  Common  Stock,  File 
No.  1-1567. 

Pacific  Coast  Stock  Exchange  has  filed 
an  application  with  the  Securities  and 
Exchange  Commission  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  12(d)  of  the  Securities  Exchange 
Act  of  1934  and  Rule  12d2-l(b)  promul¬ 
gated  thereunder,  to  strike  the  specified 
security  from  listing  and  registration 
thereon. 

The  reasons  alleged  in  the  application 
for  striking  this  security  from  listing  and 
registration  include  the  following:  Op¬ 
erations  of  the  Company  have  been  dor¬ 
mant  for  a  number  of  years  and  2,330,000 
shares  out  of  a  total  of  3,000,000  shares 
outstanding  are  held  by  twelve  stock¬ 
holders. 

Upon  receipt  of  a  request,  on  or  be¬ 
fore  October  6, 1961,  from  any  interested 
person  for  a  hearing  in  regard  to  terms 
to  be  imposed  upon  the  delisting  of  this 
security,  the  Commission  will  determine 
whether  to  set  the  matter  down  for  hear¬ 
ing.  Such  request  should  state  briefly 
the  nature  of  the  interest  of  the  person 
requesting  the  hearing  and  the  position 
he  proposes  to  take  at  the  hearing  with 
respect  to  imposition  of  terms.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  any  interested  person  may  submit 
his  views  or  any  additional  facts  bear¬ 


ing  on  this  application  by  means  of  a 
letter  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission, 
Washington  25,  D.C.  If  no  one  requests 
a  hearing  on  this  matter,  this  application 
will  be  determined  by  order  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  the  basis  of  the  facts  stated 
in  the  application  and  other  informa¬ 
tion  contained  in  the  official  files  of  the 
Commission  pertaining  to  the  matter. 


formation  contained  in  the  official 
of  the  Commission  pertaining  ^ 
matter.  ^  10 


files 

the 


By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Orval  L.  DuBois, 


[F.R.  Doc. 


Secretary 

ei-^^FUecl,  Sept.  26,  j*. 


8:47  a.m.] 


By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Orval  L.  DuBois, 

Secretary. 


[File  No.  1-2169] 

SPIEGEL,  INC. 


[F.R.  Doc.  61-9228;  Filed,  Sept.  26,  1961; 
8:46  a.m.j 


[File  No.  1-3699] 

RICHWELL  PETROLEUMS,  LTD. 

Notice  of  Application  to  Strike  From 
Listing  and  Registration  and  of  Op¬ 
portunity  for  Hearing 

September  21, 1961. 

In  the  matter  of  Richwell  Petroleums 
Ltd.  Capital  Stock,  File  No.  1-3699. 

American  Stock  Exchange  has  filed  an 
application  with  the  Securities  and  Ex¬ 
change  Commission  pursuant  to  section 
12(d)  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act 
of  1934  and  Rule  12d2-l(b)  promulgated 
thereunder,  to  strike  the  specified  se¬ 
curity  from  listing  and  registration 
thereon. 

The  reasons  alleged  in  the  application 
for  striking  this  security  from  listing  and 
registration  include  the  following:  The 
Exchange  has  not  received  copies  of  any 
Annual  Reports  which  Richwell  may 
have  distributed  to  its  stockholders  for 
its  1959  and  1960  fiscal  years,  and  it  is 
believed  that  such  Annual  Reports  have 
not  been  distributed  by  the  Corporation 
to  its  stockholders. 

Upon  receipt  of  a  request,  on  or  before 
October  6, 1961,  from  any  interested  per¬ 
son  for  a  hearing  in  regard  to  terms  to  be 
imposed  upon  the  delisting  of  this  secu¬ 
rity,  the  Commission  will  determine 
whether  to  set  the  matter  down  for  hear¬ 
ing.  Such  request  should  state  briefly 
the  nature  of  the  interest  of  the  person 
requesting  the  hearing  and  the  position 
he  proposes  to  take  at  the  hearing  with 
respect  to  imposition  of  terms.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  any  interested  person  may  submit 
his  views  or  any  additional  facts  bear¬ 
ing  on  this  application  by  means  of  a  let¬ 
ter  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Se¬ 
curities  and  Exchange  Commission, 
Washington  25,  D.C.  If  no  one  requests 
a  hearing  on  this  matter,  this  applica¬ 
tion  will  be  determined  by  order  of  the 
Commission  on  the  basis  of  the  facts 
stated  in  the  application  and  other  in- 


Notice  of  Application  to  Strike  from 
Listing  and  Registration  and  of  Op. 

portunity  for  Hearing  P 

September  21, 1961, 

In  the  matter  of  Spiegel,  Inc  14511 
Series  Cumulative  Preferred  Stock  ml 
No.  1-2169.  ' 

Pacific  Coast  Stock  Exchange  has  filed 
an  application  with  the  Securities  and 
Exchange  Commission  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  12(d)  of  the  Securities  Exchange 
Act  of  1934  and  Rule  12d2-l(b)  promul- 
gated  thereunder,  to  strike  the  specified 
security  from  listing  and  registration 
thereon. 

The  reasons  alleged  in  the  application 
for  striking  this  security  from  listing  and 
registration  include  the  following:  This 
application  is  being  made  at  the  request 
of  and  with  the  consent  of  the  Issuer  and 
is  based  upon  the  comparatively  small 
volume  in  said  stock  on  the  Exchange. 

Upon  receipt  of  a  request,  on  or  be¬ 
fore  October  6,  1961,  from  any  interested 
person  for  a  hearing  in  regard  to  terms 
to  be  imposed  upon  the  delisting  of  this 
security,  the  Commission  will  determine 
whether  to  set  the  matter  down  for  hear¬ 
ing.  Such  request  should  state  briefly 
the  nature  of  the  interest  of  the  person 
requesting  the  hearing  and  the  position 
he  proposes  to  take  at  the  hearing  with 
respect  to  imposition  of  terms.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  any  interested  person  may  submit 
his  views  or  any  additional  facts  bearing 
on  this  application  by  means  of  a  letter 
addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Securi¬ 
ties  and  Exchange  Commission,  Wash¬ 
ington  25,  D.C.  If  no  one  requests! 
hearing  on  this  matter,  this  application 
will  be  determined  by  order  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  the  basis  of  the  facts  stated 
in  the  application  and  other  information 
contained  in  the  official  files  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  pertaining  to  the  matter. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal!  Orval  L.  DuBois, 

Secretory. 

[F.R.  Doc.  61-9229;  FUed,  Sept.  28,  1W; 

8:46  a.m.] 
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